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Nat i onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Poll utants
for Lime Manufacturing Plants

AGENCY: Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA).
ACTION:  Final rule.
SUMMARY: This action pronul gates nati onal em ssion

standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for the

I i me manufacturing source category. The |ine

manuf acturing em ssion units regulated will include |ine
kilns, lime coolers, and various types of processed stone
handl ing (PSH) operations. The EPA has identified the
I'ime manufacturing industry as a major source of
hazardous air pollutant (HAP) em ssions including, but
not limted to, hydrogen chloride (HCl), antinony,
arsenic, beryllium cadm um chrom um |ead, nmanganese,
mercury, nickel, and selenium Exposure to these

subst ances has been denonstrated to cause adverse health
effects such as cancer; irritation of the lung, skin, and
mucus nenbranes; effects on the central nervous system

and ki dney damage. The final NESHAP will require al
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maj or sources subject to the rule to neet HAP em ssion
standards reflecting the application of nmaxi mum

achi evabl e control technology (MACT). |Inplenentation of
the final NESHAP wi Il reduce non-volatile and sem -

vol atile metal HAP em ssions fromthe |inme manufacturing
i ndustry source category by approximtely 6.5 tons per
year (tpy) and will reduce em ssions of particulate
matter (PM by 5,900 tpy.

EFFECTI VE DATE: [ NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S

FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] .

ADDRESSES: Docket. The EPA has established an official
public docket for this action including both Docket 1D
No. OAR-2002-0052 and Docket ID No. A-95-41. The
official public docket consists of the docunents
specifically referenced in this action, any public
comments received, and other information related to this
action. All itenms may not be |isted under both docket
nunbers, so interested parties should inspect both docket
nunbers to ensure that they have received all materials
relevant to the final rule. The official public docket
is available for public viewing at the EPA Docket Center
(A r Docket), EPA West, Room B-102, 1301 Constitution

Avenue, NW Washi ngton, DC. The EPA Docket Center Public
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Readi ng Roomis open from8:30 a.m to 4:30 p. m, Mnday
t hrough Friday, excluding |egal holidays. The telephone
nunber for the Reading Roomis (202) 566-1744, and the
t el ephone nunmber for the Air Docket is (202) 566-1742.
FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: For further information
concerning applicability and rul e determ nati ons, contact
the appropriate State or | ocal agency representative.
For information concerning anal yses performed in
devel opi ng the final NESHAP, contact Keith Barnett, U.S.
EPA, Em ssion Standards Division, Mnerals and |norganic
Chem cal s Group, C504-05, Research Triangle Park, North
Carolina 27711, (919)541-5605, barnett.keith@pa. gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON: Docket. The EPA has
established an official public docket for this action
i ncludi ng both Docket 1D No. OAR-2002-0052 and Docket 1D
No. A-95-41. The official public docket consists of the
docunments specifically referenced in this action, any
public coments received, and other information rel ated
to this action. AlIl itenms may not be |listed under both
docket nunbers, so interested parties should inspect both
docket nunbers to ensure that they have received all
materials relevant to the final rule. Although a part of

the official public docket, the public docket does not
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i nclude Confidential Business Information or other

i nformati on whose disclosure is restricted by statute.
The docket is a dynamc file because information is added
t hr oughout the rul emaki ng process. The docketing system
is intended to allow nenbers of the public and industries
involved to easily identify and | ocate docunents so that
they can effectively participate in the rul emaking
process. Along with the proposed and pronul gat ed
standards and their preanbles, the contents of the
docket, excluding interagency review materials, wll
serve as the record in the case of judicial review (See
section 307(d)(7)(A) of the Clean Air Act (CAA).) The
regul atory text and other materials related to this

rul emaki ng are available for review in the docket, or
copies may be mailed fromthe Air Docket on request by
calling (202)566-1742. A reasonable fee nmay be charged
for copying docket materials.

El ectronic Access. You nmay access this Federal Register

docunment el ectronically through the EPA |Internet under
the “Federal Register” listings at
http://ww. epa. gov/fedrgstr/. An electronic version of
the public docket is available through EPA's el ectronic

public docket and comment system EPA Dockets. You may
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use EPA Dockets at http://ww. epa. gov/ edocket/ to access

the index of the contents of the official public docket,
and to access those docunents in the public docket that
are avail able electronically. Once in the system select
“search,” then key in the appropriate docket
i dentification nunber.

Certain types of information will not be placed in
t he EPA dockets. Information clainmed as confidential
busi ness information (CBI) and other information whose
di sclosure is restricted by statute, which is not
included in the official public docket, will not be
avai l able for public viewing in EPA"s electronic public
docket. The EPA's policy is that copyrighted materi al
will not be placed in EPA's electronic public docket but
will be available only in printed, paper formin the
of ficial public docket. Although not all docket
materials may be avail able electronically, you may still
access any of the publicly avail able docket materials

t hrough the docket facility identified in this docunent.

Worldwi de Web (WAN . In addition to being avail able
in the docket, an electronic copy of today’s final NESHAP
will also be available on the WAW t hrough the Technol ogy

Transfer Network (TTN). Follow ng signature, a copy of
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this action will be posted on the TTN s policy and
gui dance page for final rules at

http://wwv. epa.gov/ttn/oarpg. The TTN provides

information and technol ogy exchange in various areas of
air pollution control. If nore information regarding the

TTN i s needed, call the TTN HELP line at (919) 541-5384.

Requl ated Entities. Categories and entities potentially

regul ated by this action include:

Cat egory NAI CS Exanpl es of regul ated entities

32741 Commerci al |inme manufacturing plants

33111 Captive |inme manufacturing plants at
iron and steel mills

3314 Captive |inme manufacturing plants at
nonferrous netal production
facilities

327125 Producers of dead-burned dolomte
(Non-clay refractory manufacturing)

This table is not intended to be exhaustive, but
rat her provides a guide for readers regarding entities
likely to be regulated by this action. To determ ne
whet her your facility is regulated by this action, you
shoul d exam ne the applicability criteria in 863.7081 of
the final NESHAP. |[|f you have any questions regarding

the applicability of this action to a particular entity,
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consult the technical contact person listed in the
precedi ng FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT secti on.

Judicial Review. The NESHAP for Linme Manufacturing

wer e proposed in Decenber 20, 2002 (67 FR 78046). This
action announces EPA's final decisions on the NESHAP.
Under section 307(b)(1) of the CAA, judicial review of
the final NESHAP is available only by filing a petition
for reviewin the U S. Court of Appeals for the District
of Colunmbia Circuit by [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS FROM DATE OF
PUBLI CATI ON OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] .

Under section 307(d)(7)(B) of the CAA only an objection
to a rule or procedure raised with reasonable specificity
during the period for public coment can be raised during
judicial review. Mreover, under section 307(b)(2) of
the CAA, the requirenents established by the final NESHAP
may not be chall enged separately in any civil or crimnal
proceedi ng brought to enforce these requirenents.

Qutline. The information presented in this preanble
is organi zed as foll ows:
. Introduction
A. VWhat is the purpose of the final NESHAP?
B. What is the source of authority for devel opnment of
NESHAP?
C. MVhat criteria are used in the devel opnent of NESHAP?
D
E

: How was the final NESHAP devel oped?
. VWhat are the health effects of the HAP emtted from
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the |inme manufacturing industry?
F. What are sonme |ime manufacturing industry
characteristics?
G.  \What are the processes and their em ssions at a |line
manuf acturing plant?
1. Summary of the Final NESHAP
A.  What |linme manufacturing plants are subject to the
fi nal NESHAP?
B. How do we define the affected source and what
em ssions units are included?
What pollutants are regul ated by the final NESHAP?
VWhat are the emission limts and operating limts?
When nust | conply with the final NESHAP?
How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with the
i nal NESHAP?
How do | continuously or periodically denonstrate
onpliance with the final NESHAP?

How do | determne if my |ime manufacturing plant is
maj or source and thus subject to the final NESHAP?
. Summary of Changes Since Proposal

Summary of Environnental, Energy and Econom c

acts

How many facilities are subject to the final NESHAP?
VWhat are the air quality inpacts?

What are the water inpacts?

What are the solid waste inpacts?

What are the energy inpacts?

VWhat are the cost inpacts?

What are the econom c i npacts?

Responses to Maj or Conments

Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

Executive Order 12866, Regul atory Pl anni ng and Revi ew
Paperwor k Reducti on Act

Regul atory Flexibility Analysis

Unfunded Mandates Ref orm Act

Executive Order 13132, Federalism

Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordi nation
th I'ndian Tribal Governnents
Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from
Envi ronmental Health Ri sks and Safety Ri sks
H.  Executive Order 13211, Actions Concerning Regul ations
that Significantly Affect Energy Supply, Distribution, or
Use
. National Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act
J. Congressional Review Act
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| . | nt roducti on

A. What is the purpose of the final NESHAP?

The purpose of the final NESHAP is to protect the
public health by reducing em ssions of HAP fromline
manuf acturing pl ants.

B. What is the source of authority for devel opnent of

NESHAP?

Section 112(c) of the CAA requires us to |ist
categories and subcategories of major sources and area
sources of HAP and to establish NESHAP for the |isted
source categories and subcategories. W l|listed Line
Manuf acturing in the category of nmajor sources on July
16, 1992 (57 FR 31576). Major sources of HAP are those
t hat have the potential to emt, considering controls, 10
tpy or nore of any one HAP or 25 tpy or nore of any
conmbi nati on of HAP.

C. VWhat criteria are used in the devel opnent of NESHAP?

Section 112(d) of the CAA requires that we establish
NESHAP for the control of HAP from both new and existing
maj or sources. The CAA requires NESHAP to reflect the
degree of em ssion |imtation achievable through the
application of the best system of em ssion reduction

whi ch (taking into account the cost of achieving such
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reduction and any non-air quality health and
envi ronnental inmpact and energy requirenents) the
Adm ni strator of EPA determ nes has been adequately
denonstrated. This |level of control is comonly referred
to as MACT.

The CAA further provides that MACT standards nust
attain at least a mninmum | evel of stringency, known as
the MACT floor. The MACT floor is the mninmmcontro
| evel allowed for NESHAP and is defined under section
112(d)(3) of the CAA. In essence, the MACT fl oor ensures
that the standard is set at a |level that assures that al
maj or sources achieve the |l evel of control at |east as
stringent as that already achieved by the better-
controlled and lower-emtting sources in each source
category or subcategory. For new sources, the MACT fl oor
cannot be less stringent than the em ssion control that
is achieved in practice by the best-controlled simlar
source. The MACT standards for existing sources can be
| ess stringent than standards for new sources, but they
cannot be less stringent than the average em ssion
limtation achieved by the best-perform ng 12 percent of
exi sting sources in the category or subcategory (or the

best-performng 5 sources for categories or subcategories
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with fewer than 30 sources) for which the Agency has
em ssions informtion.

I n devel opi ng MACT, we al so consi der control options
that are nore stringent than the floor. W may establish
standards nore stringent than the floor based on the
consi deration of cost of achieving the em ssions
reductions, any health and environnental inpacts, and
energy requirenments.

D. How was the final NESHAP devel oped?

We used several resources to devel op the final
NESHAP, incl udi ng questionnaire responses fromindustry,
enm ssions test data, site surveys of |ime manufacturing
facilities, operating and new source review permts,
permt applications, and comments on the proposed rule.
We researched the relevant technical literature and
exi sting State and Federal regul ations and consulted and
met with representatives of the |inme manufacturing
i ndustry, State and |ocal representatives of air
pol | uti on agenci es, Federal agency representatives (e.g.,
United States Geol ogical Survey) and em ssion control and
em ssi ons neasurenent device vendors in devel oping the
final NESHAP. W also conducted an extensive eni ssions

test program Industry representatives provided
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em ssions test data, arranged site surveys of |inme
manuf acturing plants, participated in the em ssions test
program reviewed draft questionnaires, provided
i nformati on about their manufacturing processes and air
pol l uti on control technol ogies, and identified technical
and regul atory issues. State representatives provided
exi sting em ssions test data, copies of permts and other
i nformation.

E. VWhat are the health effects of the HAP emtted from

the |inme manufacturing i ndustry?

The HAP emitted by |ime manufacturing facilities
include, but are not limted to, HCl, antinony, arsenic,
beryllium cadm um chrom um |ead, manganese, nercury,
ni ckel, and selenium Exposure to these conpounds has
been denonstrated to cause adverse health effects when
present in concentrations higher than those typically
found in anbient air.

We have detailed data on each of the currently
operating facilities for em ssions of HCI. Hunman
exposures to anbient levels of HCl resulting fromline
manuf acturing facilities’ em ssions were estinmted by
i ndustry as part of the risk assessnent they conducted

for purposes of denonstrating, pursuant to section
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112(d)(4) of the CAA, that HCl em ssions fromlime kilns
are below the threshold | evel of adverse effects, within
an anple margin of safety.

We do not have the type of current detailed data on
each of the facilities that will be covered by the final
NESHAP, and the people living around the facilities, that
wi Il be necessary to conduct an analysis to determ ne the
actual popul ation exposures to the netals HAP em tted
fromthese facilities and the potential for resultant

health effects. Therefore, we do not know the extent to

whi ch the adverse health effects described bel ow occur in
t he popul ations surrounding these facilities. However,
to the extent the adverse effects do occur, the final
NESHAP wi Il reduce em ssions and subsequent exposures.

The HAP that will be controlled with the final
NESHAP are associated with a variety of adverse health
effects, including chronic health disorders (e.g.,
irritation of the lung, skin, and nucus nenbranes;
effects on the central nervous system cancer; and damage
to the kidneys), and acute health disorders (e.g., lung
irritation and congestion, alinmentary effects such as
nausea and vomting, and effects on the kidney and

central nervous system). W have classified three of the
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HAP- —arseni ¢, chrom um and ni ckel -—-as human carci nogens
and three others--beryllium cadm um and |ead--as
pr obabl e human carci nogens.

F. \What are sone |line manufacturing industry

characteristics?

There are approximately 70 commercial and 40 captive
i me manufacturing plants in the U.S., not including
captive |ime manufacturing operations at pulp and paper
production facilities. About 30 of the captive plants in
the U.S. produce line that is used in the beet sugar
manuf acturi ng process, but captive |inme manufacturing
pl ants are al so found at steel, other netals, and
magnesi a production facilities. Lime is produced in
about 35 States and Puerto Rico by about 47 conpani es,
whi ch include commercial and captive producers (except
for Iime manufacturing plants at pul p and paper
production facilities), and those plants which produce
i me hydrate only.

G. \What are the processes and their enissions at a line

manuf act uri ng pl ant ?

There are many synonyns for |lime, the main ones
being quicklinme and its chem cal nanme, cal ci um oxi de.

High calciumlinme consists primarily of cal cium oxide,
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and dolomtic lime consists of both cal cium and nmagnesi um
oxides. Lime is produced via the calcination of high
calcium |l inmestone (calciumcarbonate) or other highly
cal careous materials such as aragonite, chal k, coral
mar bl e, and shell; or via the calcination of dolomtic
i mstone. Calcination occurs in a high tenperature
furnace called a kiln, where line is produced by heating
the |inmestone to about 2000° F, driving off carbon
dioxide in the process. Dead-burned dolomte is a type
of dolomitic |ime produced to obtain refractory
characteristics in the |ine.

The kiln is the heart of the |inme manufacturing
pl ant, where various fossil fuels (such as coal,
petrol eum coke, natural gas, and fuel oil) are conbusted
to produce the heat needed for calcination. There are
five different types of kilns: rotary, vertical, double-
shaft vertical, rotary hearth, and fluidized bed. The
nost popular is the rotary kiln, but the doubl e-shaft
vertical kiln is an energing new kiln technol ogy gai ni ng
in acceptance because of its energy efficiency. Rotary
kil ns may al so have preheaters associated with themto
i nprove energy efficiency. As discussed further in this

preanbl e, additional energy efficiency is obtained by
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routi ng exhaust fromthe lime cooler to the kiln, a
conmon practice. Em ssions fromlinme kilns include, but
are not limted to, nmetallic HAP, HCl, PM sulfur

di oxi de, nitrogen oxi des, and carbon di oxide. These

em ssions predom nately originate from conpounds in the
i mstone feed material and fuels (e.g., metals, sulfur
chlorine) and are fornmed fromthe conbustion of fuels and
the heating of feed material in the kiln.

Al'l types of kilns use external equipnent to cool
the |ime product, except vertical (including double-
shaft) kilns, where the cooling zone is part of the kiln.
Ambi ent air is nost often used to cool the |inme (although
a few use water as the heat transfer nmedium, and
typically all of the heated air streamexiting the cool er
goes to the kiln to be used as conbustion air for the
kiln. The exception to this is the grate cooler, where
more airflow is generated than is needed for kiln
conbusti on, and consequently a portion (about 40 percent)
of the grate cool er exhaust is vented to the atnosphere.
We estimate that there are about five to ten kilns in the
U.S. that use grate coolers. The em ssions fromgrate
coolers include the Iime dust (PM and the trace netallic

HAP found in the |line dust.
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Li me manufacturing plants may al so produce hydrated
lime (also called calcium hydroxide) fromsone of the
calcium oxide (or dolomtic linme) produced. Hydrated
lime is produced in a hydrator via the chem cal reaction
of cal cium oxide (or magnesi um oxi de) and water. The
hydrati on process is exotherm c, and part of the water in
the reaction chanmber is converted to steam A wet
scrubber is integrated with the hydrator to capture the
lime (cal cium oxide and cal ci um hydroxi de) particles
carried in the gas steam w th the scrubber water
recycl ed back to the hydration chanmber. The em ssions
fromthe hydrator are the PM conprised of |inme and
hydrated |inme.

Operations that prepare the feed materials and fuels
for the kiln and process the |ine product for shipnent or
further on-site use are found throughout a linme
manuf acturing plant. The equi pnment includes grinding
mlls, crushers, storage bins, conveying systens (such as
bucket el evator, belt conveyors), bagging systens, bulk
| oadi ng or unl oadi ng systens, and screeni ng operations.
The em ssions fromthese operations include |inestone and
lime dust (PM and the trace netallic HAP found in the

dust .
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1. Summary of the Final NESHAP

A. VWhat linme nmanufacturing plants are subject to the

fi nal NESHAP?

The final NESHAP will regul ate HAP em ssions from
all new and existing |lime manufacturing plants that are
maj or sources, co-located with major sources, or are part
of major sources. However, |linme manufacturing plants
| ocated at pulp and paper mlls or at beet sugar
factories are not subject to the final NESHAP. O her
captive |ime manufacturing plants, such as (but not
limted to) those at steel mlls and magnesi a production
facilities, will be subject to the final NESHAP. See 67
FR 78053 explaining the basis for these determ nations.
We define a |linme manufacturing plant as any plant which
uses a lime kiln to produce |line product fromlinmestone
or other cal careous material by calcination. However, we
specifically exclude linme kilns that use only cal ci um
carbonate waste sludge from water softening processes as
the feedstock. Linme product neans the product of the
lime kiln calcination process including calcitic |ine,
dolomtic linme, and dead-burned dolomte.

B. How do we define the affected source and what

eni ssions units are included?
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The final NESHAP defines the affected source as
follows: each |lime kiln and its associ ated cool er, each
i ndi vi dual PSH system The individual types of em ssion
units in a PSH system are conveyi ng system transfer
poi nts, bul k |oading or unloading systens, screening
operations, bucket elevators, and belt conveyors--if they
foll ow the processed stone storage bin or storage pile in
t he sequence of PSH operations. The materials processing
operations (MPO) associated with |ime products (such as
qui cklime and hydrated lime), linme kiln dust handling,
quarry or mning operations, |inmestone sizing operations,
and fuels are not subject to today’s final NESHAP.
Processed stone handling operations are further
di stinguished in the final NESHAP as follows: (1)
whet her their em ssions are vented through a stack, (2)
whet her their em ssions are fugitive em ssions, (3)
whet her their em ssions are vented through a stack with
sone fugitive em ssions fromthe partial enclosure,
and/ or (4) whether the source is enclosed in a building.
Finally, linme hydrators and cool er nui sance dust
coll ectors are not included under the definition of

af fected source under the final NESHAP.

C. \What pollutants are requlated by the final NESHAP?
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The final NESHAP establishes PMem ssion |imts for
l'ime kilns, coolers, and PSH operations with stacks.
Particulate matter will be neasured solely as a surrogate
for the non-volatile and sem -vol atile netal HAP.
(Particulate matter of course is not itself a HAP, but is
a typical and perm ssible surrogate for HAP nmetals. See

National Linme Ass’'n v. EPA, 233 F. 3d 625, 637-40 (D.C.

Cir., 2000). The final NESHAP al so regul ate opacity or

vi si bl e em ssions from nost of the PSH operations, with

opacity also serving as a surrogate for non-volatile and
sem -vol atile HAP netal s.

D. Wiat are the emission linmts and operating limts?

Emi ssion Linmts

The PMenission |imt for the existing kilns and
coolers is 0.12 pounds PM per ton of stone feed (Ib/tsf)
for kilns using dry air pollution control systens prior
to [ I NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THIS FINAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER]. Existing kilns that have installed
and operating wet scrubbers prior to [|I NSERT DATE OF
PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER]
must neet an em ssion |imt of 0.60 Ib/tsf. Kilns which
meet the criteria for the 0.60 | b/tsf emssion limt nust

continue to use a wet scrubber for PMem ssion control in
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order to be eligible to neet the 0.60 Ib/tsf limt. |If
at any time such a kiln switches to a dry control, they
woul d beconme subject to the 0.12 | b/tsf PM em ssion
limt, regardless of the type of control device used in
the future. The PMemssion limt for all new kilns and
lime coolers is 0.10 Ib/tsf. As a conpliance option,
these emssion limts (except for the 0.60 Ib/tsf limt)
may be applied to the conbined em ssions of all the kilns
and coolers (assum ng the cooler(s) has a separate
exhaust vent to the atnobsphere) at the |inme manufacturing
plant. In other words, the sumof the PM em ssions from
all of the kilns and coolers at the |ime manufacturing
pl ant, divided by the sum of the production rates of the
kilns at the existing linme manufacturing plant, will be
used to determ ne conpliance with the appropriate
em ssion limt for kilns and coolers. If the line
manuf acturi ng plant has both new and existing kilns and
coolers, then the emssion limt will be an average of
the existing and new kiln PMem ssions limts, weighted
by the annual actual production rates of the individual
kil ns, except that no new kiln may exceed the PM em ssion
l evel of 0.10 Ib/tsf. Kilns that are required to neet a

0.60 I b/tsf PMemssion limt nust nmeet that imt
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i ndi vidually, and may not be included in any averaging
cal cul ati ons.

Em ssions from PSH operations that are vented
t hrough a stack will be subject to a limt of 0.05 grans
PM per dry standard cubic nmeter (g/dscm PM and 7 percent
opacity. Stack em ssions from PSH operati ons that are
controll ed by wet scrubbers are subject to the 0.05
g/ dscm but not subject to the opacity limt. Fugitive
em ssions from PSH operations are subject to a 10 percent
opacity limt.

For each buil ding encl osing any PSH operation, each
of the affected PSH operations in the building must
conply individually with the applicable PM and opacity
em ssion limtations discussed above. O herw se, there
must be no visible em ssions fromthe building, except
froma vent, and the building’ s vent em ssions nust not
exceed 0.05 g/dscm and 7 percent opacity. For each fabric
filter (FF) that controls em ssions fromonly an
i ndi vi dual, encl osed processed stone storage bin, the
opacity nust not exceed 7 percent. For each set of
mul ti pl e processed stone storage bins with conbined stack
en ssions, emn ssions nust not exceed 0.05 g/dscm and 7

percent opacity. Because the opacity requirenent for PSH
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operations is used as an indicator that a control device
is functioning properly, it is not appropriate, or

meani ngful, to average the opacity readings fromnultiple
PSH operations. The final rule does not all ow averaging
of PSH operati ons.

We are not regulating HCl em ssions fromline kil ns
in the final NESHAP. Under the authority of section
112(d)(4) of the CAA, we have determ ned that no further
control is necessary because HCl is a “health threshold
pol lutant,” and HCl levels emtted fromlinme kilns are
bel ow the threshold value within an anple margin of
safety. See generally, 67 FR 78054-057. As expl ai ned
there, the risk analysis sought to assure that em ssions
fromevery source in the category result in exposures
| ess than the threshold | evel even for an individual
exposed at the upper end of the exposure distribution.
The upper end of the exposure distribution is calcul ated
using the “high end exposure estimate,” defined as a
pl ausi bl e esti mate of individual exposure for those
persons at the upper end of the exposure distribution,
conceptual |y above the 90th percentile, but not higher
than the individual in the popul ati on who has the highest

exposure. We believe that assuring protection to persons
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at the upper end of the exposure distribution is
consistent with the “anple margin of safety” requirenent
in section 112(d)(4).

In the proposed rule, we published the results of
the risk analysis on which we based this decision. Mre
information on the risk analysis may be found in the
publ i shed proposed rule (67 FR 78054-78057) and in the
docket. We received only one comrent on our risk
anal ysi s.

We al so are not establishing a limt for mercury
em ssions fromlinme kilns. The only control technique
woul d reflect control of the raw materials and/or fossi
fuels. This control is not duplicable or replicable. W
al so determ ned that an emssion limt for mercury based
on a beyond-the-MACT-fl oor option is not justified after
consi deration of the cost, energy, and non-air
envi ronnental inpacts. See 67 FR 78057 for additional
di scussion. W received no adverse coments on this
aspect of the rule as proposed.

Operating Limts

For lime kilns that use a wet scrubber PM control
device, you are required to maintain the 3-hour block

average gas stream pressure drop across the scrubber and
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t he 3-hour bl ock average scrubber liquid flow rate equa
to or above the levels for the paranmeters that were
establ i shed during the PM performance test.

For kilns using a FF or electrostatic precipitator
(ESP) PM control device, you nust nonitor opacity (as an
operating limt) with a continuous opacity nonitoring
system (COMS). You are required to install and operate
the COMS in accordance with Performance Specification 1
(PS-1), 40 CFR part 60, Appendix B, and nmaintain the
opacity level of the lime kiln exhaust at or bel ow 15
percent for each 6-m nute block period. Facilities that
install ed COMS on or before February 6, 2001, should
continue to neet the requirements in effect in 40 CFR
part 60, Appendix B, at the time of COMS installation
unl ess specifically required to re-certify the COMS by
their permtting authority.

As an alternative to a COMS, linme kilns that use ESP
or FF PM controls can elect to nonitor PMlevels with a
PM detector that neets the requirenents in 863.7113(e) of
the final rule. You nust nmaintain and operate the ESP or
FF such that the PM detector alarmis not activated, and
the alarm condition does not exist for nore than 5

percent of the operating time in each 6-nonth peri od.
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For lime kilns that use a FF PM control device, you
may install, maintain and operate a bag | eak detection
system (BLDS) as an alternative to a COMS or PM detector
The FF nmust be operated and maintained so that the BLDS
alarmis not activated, and an alarm condition does not
exi st for nore than 5 percent of the operating time in
each 6-nonth period. The BLDS nust be certified by the
manuf acturer to be capable of detecting PM em ssions at
concentrations of 10 mlIligrans per actual cubic neter
(0.0044 grains per actual cubic foot) or |ess.

For PSH operation em ssion points subject to a PM
em ssion limt and controlled by a wet scrubber, you are
required to collect and record the exhaust gas stream
pressure drop across the scrubber and the scrubber |iquid
flow rate during the PM performance test. You are
required to continuously maintain the 3-hour average gas
stream pressure drop across the scrubber and the 3-hour
average scrubber liquid flow rate equal to or above the
| evel s for the paranmeters that were established during
t he PM performance test.

You are required to prepare a witten operations,
mai nt enance, and nonitoring (OM&M plan to cover all

affected em ssion units. The plan nust include
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procedures for proper operation and mai ntenance of each
em ssion unit and its air pollution control device(s);
procedures for nonitoring and proper operation of
nmonitoring systenms in order to neet the emssion limts
and operating limts; standard procedures for the use of
a BLDS and PM detector; and corrective actions to be
taken when there is either a deviation from operating
l[imts, or when PM detector or BLDS al arns indicate
corrective action is necessary.

E. Wien nust | conply with the final NESHAP?

The conpliance date for existing affected sources is
[ | NSERT DATE 3 YEARS FROM THE DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S
FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER]. (Three years may be
needed to install new, or retrofit existing, air
pol lution control equipnent.) A new affected source
(i.e., a kiln or PSH system for which construction or
reconstruction commenced after Decenber 20, 2002) nust be
in conpliance upon initial startup or [INSERT DATE OF
PUBLI CATI ON OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER],
whi chever is |ater.

F. How do | denpbnstrate initial conpliance with the

fi nal NESHAP?

Kil n and Cool ers
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For the kiln and cooler PMem ssion limt, you nust
conduct a PM em ssions test on the exhaust of each kiln
at the lime manufacturing plant and neasure the stone
feed rate to each kiln during the test. Each individual
kiln nust neet their applicable PMemssion limt (0.10,
0.12, or 0.60 Ib/tsf). Alternately, kilns subject to the
0.10 (new kilns) or 0.12 (existing kilns) Ib/tsf PM
emssion limts are in conpliance if the sum of the
em ssions fromthese kilns at the |ime manufacturing
pl ant, divided by the sumof the stone feed rates
entering each of these kilns, do not exceed the
applicable PMemssion limt, or if the facility has both
new and existing kilns, it nust not exceed an average of
the 0.12 and 0.10 I b/tsf PMem ssion |imts weighted by
i ndi vidual kiln throughput. Kilns subject to the 0.60
I b/tsf PMenission |imt can not be included in any
averagi ng schene. If you have a line cooler(s) that has
a separate exhaust to the atnosphere, you must conduct a
PM test on the cool er’s exhaust concurrently with the
kiln PMtest, and add the cooler em ssions to the
appropriate kiln em ssions. For kilns with a wet
scrubber, you nust collect and record the applicable

operating paraneters during the PM performance test and
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then establish the operating limts based on those dat a.

Processed Stone Handli ng Operations

For PSH operations with stacks that are subject to
PMem ssion limts, you are required to conduct a PM
em ssions test on each stack exhaust, and the stack
em ssions must not exceed the em ssion limt of 0.05
g/dscm  For PSH operations with stack opacity limts,
you are required to conduct a 3-hour test on the exhaust
in accordance with Method 9 in Appendix B of 40 CFR part
60, and each of the 30 consecutive, 6-ninute opacity
aver ages nmust not exceed 7 percent. The PSH operations
controll ed using wet scrubbers do not have an opacity
[imt, but you are required to collect and record the wet
scrubber operating paraneters during the PM performance
test and then establish the applicable operating limts
based on those dat a.

For PSH operations with fugitive em ssions, you are
required to conduct a Method 9 test, and each of the
consecutive 6-m nute opacity averages nmust not exceed the
applicable opacity limt. These Method 9 tests are for 3
hours, but the test duration nay be reduced to 1 hour if
certain criteria are nmet. Lastly, Method 9 tests or

vi si bl e em ssions checks may be perforned on PSH
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operations inside of buildings, but additional |ighting,
i nproved access to equi pnent, and tenporary installation
of contrasting backgrounds may be needed. For additional
gui dance, see page 116 of the “Regul atory and | nspection
Manual for Nonnetallic Mnerals Processing Plants,” EPA
report 305-B-97-008, November 1997.

G How do | continuously or periodically denonstrate

compli ance with the final NESHAP?

General

You are required to install, operate, and maintain
each required conti nuous paraneter nonitoring system
(CPMS) such that the CPMS conpl etes a m nimum of one
cycle of operation for each successive 15-m nute peri od.
The CPMS will be required to have valid data from at
| east three equally spaced data values for that hour
during periods that it is not out of control according to
your OWVBM plan. To cal culate the block average for each
3- hour averaging period, you nust have at |east two of
three of the hourly averages for that period using only
hourly average values that are based on valid data (i.e.,
not from out-of-control periods). Wen required, the 3-
hour bl ock average val ue for each operating paraneter

must be cal cul ated as the average of each set of three
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successive 1-hour average val ues.
You are required to develop and inplement a witten
startup, shutdown, and mal function plan (SSMP) according
to the general provisions in 40 CFR 63.6(e)(3).

Kil ns and Cool ers

For kilns controlled by a wet scrubber, you are
required to maintain the 3-hour bl ock average of the
exhaust gas stream pressure drop across the wet scrubber
greater than, or equal to, the pressure drop operating
limt established during the nost recent PM perfornmance
test. You are also required to maintain the 3-hour bl ock
average of the scrubbing liquid flow rate greater than or
equal to the flow rate operating limt established during
t he nost recent performance test.

Sources opting to nonitor PM em ssions from an ESP
with a PMdetector in lieu of nonitoring opacity are
required to maintain and operate the ESP such that the PM
detector alarmis not activated, and alarm condition does
not exist for nore than 5 percent of the operating tine
in a 6-nonth period. Each tine the alarm sounds and the
owner or operator initiates corrective actions (per the
OM&M plan) within 1 hour of the alarm 1 hour of alarm

time will be counted. |If inspection of the ESP
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denonstrates that no corrective actions are necessary, no
alarmtinme will be counted. The sensor on the PM
detecti on system nust provide an output of relative PM
enm ssions. The PM detection system nmust have an al arm
that will sound automatically when it detects an increase
in relative PM emn ssions greater than a preset |evel.

The PM detection systens are required to be installed,
oper at ed, adjusted, and maintai ned according to the

manuf acturer's witten specifications and
reconmendat i ons.

Sources opting to nonitor PM em ssions froma FF
with a BLDS or PM detector in lieu of nonitoring opacity
are required to maintain and operate the FF such that the
BLDS or PM detector alarmis not activated, and al arm
condition does not exist for nore than 5 percent of the
operating tinme in a 6-nmonth period. Each time the alarm
sounds and the owner or operator initiates corrective
actions (per the OM&M plan) within 1 hour of the alarm 1
hour of alarmtime will be counted. |If inspection of the
FF denonstrates that no corrective actions are necessary,
no alarmtinme will be counted. The sensor on the BLDS is
required to provide an output of relative PMem ssions.

The BLDS is required to have an alarmthat will sound



33

automatically when it detects an increase in relative PM
eni ssions greater than a preset level. The BLDS is
required to be installed, operated, adjusted, and

mai ntai ned i n accordance with the manufacturer's witten
specifications and recomendati ons.

St andard operating procedures for the BLDS and PM
det ecti on systens nust be incorporated into the OVM
plan. We recomrend that for electrodynam c (or other
simlar technol ogy) BLDS, the standard operating
procedures include concepts from EPA' s “Fabric Filter Bag
Leak Detection Gui dance” (EPA-454/R-98-015, Septenber
1997). This docunent nmay be found on the world w de web
at www. epa. gov/ttn/enc.

For kilns and |inme coolers nonitored with a COMS,
you are required to maintain each 6-m nute bl ock average
opacity |l evel at or below 15 percent opacity. For COVS
installed after February 6, 2001, the COMS nust be
install ed and operated in accordance with PS-1, 40 CFR
part 60, Appendix B. Facilities that installed COVS on
or before February 6, 2001, should continue to neet the
requirenments in effect in 40 CFR part 60, Appendix B, at
the time of COMS installation unless specifically

required to re-certify the COMS by their permtting
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authority.

Processed Stone Handli ng Operations

For stack em ssions from PSH operations which are
controlled by a wet scrubber, you are required to
mai ntain the 3-hour average exhaust gas stream pressure
drop across the wet scrubber greater than, or equal to,
the pressure drop operating limt established during the
nost recent PM performance test. You are required to
al so maintain the 3-hour average scrubbing liquid flow
rate greater than, or equal to, the flow rate operating
limt established during the nost recent PM performance
test.

For PSH operations subject to opacity |limtations
t hat do not use a wet scrubber control device, you are
required to periodically denonstrate conpliance as
follows. You nust conduct a nmonthly 1-m nute visible
em ssions check of each em ssions unit in the affected
source. |If no visible em ssions are observed in six
consecutive nmonthly tests for any em ssion unit, you may
decrease the frequency of testing fromnonthly to
sem annual ly for that em ssions unit. |If visible
eni ssions are observed during any sem annual test, you

must resume testing of that em ssions unit on a nonthly
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basis and maintain that schedule until no visible
eni ssions are observed in six consecutive nonthly tests.
If no visible em ssions are observed during the
sem annual test for any em ssions unit, you may decrease
the frequency of testing fromsem annually to annually
for that em ssions unit. |If visible em ssions are
observed during any annual test, you nust resune visible
eni ssions testing of that em ssions unit on a nonthly
basis and maintain that schedule until no visible

eni ssions are observed in six consecutive nonthly tests.

I f visible em ssions are observed during any visible
em ssions check, you nust conduct a 6-m nute test of
opacity in accordance with Method 9 of appendix A to part
60 of this chapter. The Method 9 test is required to
begin within 1 hour of any observation of visible
em ssions, and the 6-m nute opacity readi ng nust not
exceed the applicable opacity limt.

H. How do | determne if ny |linme manufacturing plant is

a maj or source and thus subject to the final NESHAP?

The final NESHAP apply to |inme manufacturing plants
that are major sources, co-located with major sources, or

are part of mmjor sources. Each linme facility
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owner/ operator nmust determ ne whether their plant is a
maj or or area source since this determ nes whether the
i me manufacturing plant is an affected source under the
final NESHAP. Section 112 of the CAA defines a ngjor
source as a “stationary source or group of stationary
sources | ocated within a contiguous area and under conmon
control that emts or has the potential to emt
considering controls, in the aggregate, 10 tons/yr or
nmore of any HAP or 25 tons/yr or nore of any conbination
of HAP.” This definition requires evaluation of the
facility's potential to emt all HAP fromall em ssion
sources in making a determ nati on of whether the source
is major or area. However, based on our data analysis,
HCl is nmost likely the HAP that will account for the
| argest quantity of HAP em ssions froma |ine
manuf acturing plant. Although |inme manufacturing plants
emt HAP netals fromnost of the em ssion units at the
pl ant site and organic HAP fromthe kiln, our analysis
i ndicates that nost likely the nmetal and organic HAP
em ssions will each be well below the 10 tpy criteria.

We are requiring that all |ime manufacturing
facilities potentially subject to the final NESHAP

denonstrate, with an em ssions test, that they emt |ess
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than 10 tpy of HCl if they wish to claimarea source
status. We are allowing three HCl test nmethods to be
used. These are EPA Method 320 or 321 in Appendix Ato
40 CFR part 63, or ASTM Method D 6735-01. |If ASTM Met hod
D 6735-01 is used, we require that the paired-train
option in section 11.2.6 and the post-test anal yte spike
option in section 11.2.7 be used.
I11. Summary of Changes Si nce Proposal

We proposed a PM standard (as a surrogate for non-
mercury HAP netals) of 0.12 I b/tsf reflecting the
performance of dry pollution control systens (baghouses).
We al so solicited conmment on having a separate PM
standard of 0.60 Ib/tsf for kilns controlled with wet
scrubbers. In the final rule, we have decided to adopt
these two different standards for PM em ssions from
existing lime kilns. W are also indicating that
exi sting kilns subject to the 0.60 | b/tsf PM em ssion
limt are not to be included in any averagi ng schene for
denonstrating conpliance with a PM standard.

In the proposed NESHAP, we required facilities using
wet scrubbers to nonitor scrubber pressure drop and
liquid flowrate. W have witten the final NESHAP to

explicitly state that alternative nonitoring procedures
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are all owed under the procedures described in 40 CFR
63.8(f). However, we do not delegate that authority.

The proposed NESHAP stated that you nust install,
operate, and nmaintain COVMS as required by 40 CFR part 63,
subpart A, General Provisions, and according to PS-1 in
Appendix B to 40 CFR part 60. W have stated in the rule
that COMS installed, relocated, or substantially
refurbished after February 6, 2001, rnust nmeet the
requi rements of PS-1 as revised on August 10, 2000. Any
COMS installed on or before February 6, 2001, shoul d
continue to neet the requirements in effect at the tinme
of installation unless specifically required by the | ocal
regul atory agency to re-certify the COMS in question.

In the proposed NESHAP, we required you to nonitor
the performance of FF with either a COMS or a PM
detector. In the final NESHAP, we are all owi ng existing
facilities to nonitor FF performance using daily EPA
Met hod 9, in Appendix A to 40 CFR part 60, visible
em ssion readings if the facility has a positive pressure
FF with rmultiple stacks, or if it is infeasible to
install a COMS in accordance with PS-1 in Appendix B to
40 CFR part 60.

In the proposed NESHAP, we all owed three



39

al ternatives for nonitoring ESP performnce. These were
a COMS, a PM detector, or nonitoring ESP voltage and
current. In the final NESHAP, we are allowing only two
alternatives, a COMS or a PM detector. There are no
requi renments to establish ESP voltage and current
operating limts.

In the proposed NESHAP, we specified that EPA Method
9 in Appendix A to 40 CFR part 60 should be used to
determ ne opacity fromfugitive em ssions. W have
retained this requirenment in the final NESHAP, but we
have added additional requirenments on how EPA nmethod 9 in
Appendix A to 40 CFR part 60 should be inplenented to
determ ne fugitive visible em ssions. This |anguage was
taken directly from 40 CFR 60.675(c)(1).

In the proposed NESHAP, 863.7120(b) could be
interpreted to inply that PSH operations must be
continuously nmonitored. In the final NESHAP, PSH
operations are subject to nmonthly (not continuous)

vi si bl e em ssion testing.

In the proposed NESHAP, we required that lime kiln
em ssion testing be conducted at the highest production
| evel reasonably expected to occur. In the final NESHAP,

we require that |lime kilns be tested under representative
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operating conditions.

In the proposed NESHAP, we required reporting of
devi ati ons from operating, visible em ssions, and opacity
limts, including those deviations that occur during
periods of startup, shutdown, or malfunction. 1In the
final NESHAP, we require that reports are to be made in
accordance with 40 CFR 63.10(d).

I n the proposed NESHAP, we required testing of al
kilns in order to claimarea source status. |In the final
NESHAP, we have included a provision that allows the
permtting authority to determne if idled kilns nust be
tested, and also to determ ne whether all kilns that use
identical feed materials, fuels, and em ssion controls
must still all be tested.

In the proposed NESHAP, the raw material storage bin
was the first emi ssion unit in the sequence of |ine
manuf acturing that was part of the affected source.

Mat eri al s processi ng operati ons between the storage bin
and the kiln were al so covered. In the final NESHAP,

mat eri al stockpiles prior to the processed stone storage
bin are not covered, open processed stone piles are not
covered, storage bins are defined as mannade encl osures,

and use the term processed stone handling operations
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instead of materials processing operations.

In the proposed NESHAP, we included as an affected
source linme kilns that produced |inme product from any
cal careous substance. In the final NESHAP, we have
excluded lime kilns that produce line from water
sof teni ng sl udge that contain cal cium carbonate.

In the proposed NESHAP, we excluded materials
handl i ng operations associated with |inme product. In the
final NESHAP, we have specifically stated that nuisance
dust collectors are part of |inme product handling systens
and, therefore, are not part of the affected source.

In the proposed NESHAP, we required that facilities
use rolling 3-hour averages to show conpliance with wet
scrubber operating limts. W noted that in the proposed
rule, we did not clearly state how to cal cul ate the
rolling average. Based on conpliance requirenents of
ot her NESHAP, we determ ned that a rolling average was
not necessary to ensure conpliance, but did increase the
conplexity of the average cal cul ati on and recor dkeepi ng
process. Therefore, in the final NESHAP, we require
bl ock 3-hour averages instead of rolling 3-hour averages,
which is consistent with the requirenment to use bl ock

averaging required for ESP that choose to nonitor using
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com

I n the proposed NESHAP, we all owed averagi hg anpong
all lime kilns and coolers at existing sources, and al
new | ime kilns and coolers at new sources, but did not
al | ow averagi ng of existing and new |linme kilns and
cool ers together. In addition, the averagi ng provisions
and equations applied whether or not the facility desired
to average. We have written the final NESHAP to state
t hat each individual new lime kiln and its associ at ed
cooler must nmeet a 0.10 Ib/tsf PMem ssion limt, and
each individual existing lime kilns and its associ ated
cooler must nmeet a 0.12 Ib/tsf PMem ssion limt.
Averaging is optional, so that if each individual kiln
neets its emssion limt, averaging is not required. The
exception to this is for existing kilns which are subj ect
to the 0.60 I b/tsf PMemssion limt. These kilns are
not eligible for averaging.

If the linme manufacturing plant has nultiple kilns
and wants to average kilns together to neet the PM
emssion limt, this is allowed (with one limtation
di scussed bel ow, and the exception for kilns subject to
the 0.60 I b/tsf PMenm ssion limt noted above) and the

averagi ng equations in the final rule nust be used.
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However, in no case may a new kil n exceed a 0.10 | b/tsf
emssion limt. Were there are both new and existing
lime kilns at a facility, then the PMem ssion limt wll
be an average of the existing and new kiln PM em ssi ons
l[imts, weighted by the annual actual production rates of
the individual kilns. W believe that allow ng averaging
is appropriate here because of the identity of the units
(kilns and coolers in all cases), and the em ssions (sane
HAP in same type of em ssions, since all em ssions result
fromkilns and coolers). Averaged eni ssions under these
circunmstances would, thus, still reflect MACT for the
af fected source. The averagi ng provisions are included
in the final NESHAP as a result of the recommendati ons of
the Smal| Business Advocacy Panel convened as required by
section 609(b) of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)
and i nproves the conpliance flexibility options for smal
busi nesses, which is the intent of the RFA

The only limtation we are requiring on averaging is
t hat any new kil n, when considered al one, nust neet the
0.10 I b/tsf emssion limt. W do not consider this to
be a significant |limtation because the nost |ikely
averagi ng scenario involving new and existing kilns wll

be a facility that erects a new kiln that is designed to
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neet a | evel below the 0.10 Ib/tsf emssion limt. It is
al so appropriate to prevent a situation where a new kiln
could be erected that did not performat the sanme |evel
as the best controlled facility.

We are not allow ng kilns equipped with wet
scrubbers for PM eni ssions control to be eligible for
averaging. As explained nore fully below, we are
establishing a separate PM em ssions standard for kil ns
equi pped with wet scrubbers to avoid potentially forcing
wet scrubbers to be replaced with dry systens, which
could lead to less control of SO, em ssions and
at nospheric formation of sulfate PM (a type of PM2.5).
These consi derations, however, do not justify allow ng
averagi ng between kilns with such large differences in PM
emssion limts. Qur intent in allow ng averaging was to
avoid the situation where sonme kilns at a facility were
slightly above the 0.12 Ib/tsf emssion limt would have
to completely replace existing PMcontrols for only a
slight reduction on overall PMemssions. If we were to
al | ow averagi ng where sone of the kilns only have to neet
a 0.60 Ib/tsf emssion limt, it could result in sonme
Kilns being allowed to emit PMat |evels significantly

above the | evels that have been determ ned to be best
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control .

We are not allow ng averaging for other em ssion
sources. Processed stone handling operations that
exhaust through stacks have an em ssion [imt of 0.50
g/dscm We did not see an advantage to all ow ng
averagi ng for these operations because they are small
conpared to the PM em ssions for the lime kilns. The
other emssion limts in the final rule are for PSH
operations, and the limts are expressed as opacity. As
stated previously, averaging opacity limts is not
appropriate. No commenter requested averaging for PSH
oper ati ons.

In the proposed rule, we defined the affected source
as the collection of all of the lime kilns, line coolers
and materials processing operations. W noted that this
| anguage could be msinterpreted to inply that a new |line
kiln erected at an existing |ime manufacturing plant
woul d be consi dered existing, not new. In the final
NESHAP, we have written the | anguage in 40 CFR 63.7082 to
make our intent clear. New |linme kilns, whether or not
they are built at an existing |ime manufacturing plant,

must neet the PMemssion limts for new sources.

V. Summary of Environnmental, Energy and Econom c
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| npact s

We considered water, solid waste, and energy inpacts
as part of our so-called beyond-the-floor analysis
pursuant to section 112(d)(2) of the CAA, which requires
consi deration of “non-air quality health and
envi ronnental inmpacts and energy requirenents,” as well
as “the cost of achieving such em ssions reduction,” in
deci di ng whet her or not to adopt standards nore stringent
than the MACT floor. The follow ng section summarize
portions of these anal yses.

A. How many facilities are subject to the final NESHAP?

There are approximately 110 |inme manufacturing
plants in the U S., not including |inme production
facilities at pulp and paper mlls. About 30 of these
110 plants are | ocated at beet sugar manufacturing
facilities which are not subject to the final rule. W
estimate that 70 percent of the remaining 80 |ine
manuf acturing plants will be major sources co-located
with major sources, or part of mmjor sources, and, thus,
about 56 |ime manufacturing plants will be subject to the
final rule. The other 24 facilities will incur a small,
one-tinme cost for HCl testing to denonstrate that they

are area sources.
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B. What are the air quality inpacts?

We estimate that all sources (not including line
manuf acturing plants at beet sugar factories) in the line
manuf acturi ng source category collectively enit
approxi mately 10,720 tpy of HAP. These HAP esti mates
i nclude em ssions of HCl and HAP netals from existing
sources and projected new sources over the next 5 years.
We estimate that the final NESHAP wi ||l reduce HAP netal s
em ssions fromthe |inme manufacturing source category by
about 3.6 tpy, and will reduce HCI em ssions by about 235
tpy. In addition, we estimate that the final NESHAP w ||
reduce PM eni ssions by about 3,880 tpy from a baseline
| evel of 16,730 tpy, and the final NESHAP will reduce SG
en ssions by about 6,150 tpy from a baseline of 34,650
tpy. The roughly 14 percent decrease in HCl and SO
enmi ssions is the projected result of uncontroll ed sources
installing baghouses to conply with the final PM
st andar ds.

Table 1 to this preanble summari zes the baseline
em ssions and em ssions reductions.

Table 1. Total National Baseline Em ssions and Em ssions

Reductions for Both New and Existing Lime Manufacturing
Pl ant s.
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Em ssions | PM (tpy) HAP HCl  (tpy) SO, (tpy)
net al s

(tpy)

Basel i ne 13, 588 13.5 8,541 30, 783
en ssi ons

exi sting
sour ces

Basel i ne 3, 140 2.8 2,161 3, 868
em ssi ons
- new
sour ces

Tot al 16, 728 16. 3 10, 702 34, 651
basel i ne
enm ssi ons

Em ssions | 3,786 3.4 235 6, 147
reducti on
S -

exi sting
sour ces

Enm ssi ons 96 0.2 0 0
reducti on
S - new
sour ces

Tot al 3,882 3.6 235 6, 147
em ssi ons
reduction
s

The final NESHAP will also result in sonme offsetting
em ssions increases. These increases are due to
addi tional em ssions that will occur at electricity
generating facilities as a result of the need to generate
the electricity required to operate the control

equi pmrent, and power the fans necessary to overcone
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control device pressure drop. W estimte these eni ssion
increases to be 0.3 tpy for PM 12.4 tpy for sulfur
di oxide (SG,), and 6.1 tpy for nitrogen oxides (NQ). It
shoul d be noted that these em ssions increases are
i nsignificant when conpared to the em ssions decreases
that result fromthe final NESHAP.

C. \Wat are the water inpacts?

We expect overall water consunption for existing
sources to increase by about 1,250 mlIlion gallons per
year fromcurrent levels as a result of the final rule.
This estimate is based on the assunption that sources
wi || upgrade or replace about 30 percent of the existing
wet scrubbers to conply with the PM standards, and these
new or upgraded scrubbers will require a higher water
flow rate that the scrubbers currently installed. For
new sources, we expect no additional water consunption,
as we do not expect new sources to install wet scrubbers
for PM control

D. What are the solid waste inpacts?

As a result of the final rule, solid waste will be
generated as additional PMis collected in conplying with
the PM standards. W estinmate that about 3,880 tpy of

addi tional solid waste will be generated as a result of
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today’s final rule. This estimte does not include
consideration that some of this will nost |ikely be
recycled directly to the linme kiln as feedstock or sold
as byproduct material (agricultural |inme).

E. \What are the enerqy inpacts?

We expect electricity demand from exi sting sources
to increase by about 4.0 mllion kilowatt-hours/yr
(kwWh/yr) as a result of the final rule. This estinate is
based on the assunption that sources will replace
exi sting wet scrubbers with new, nore efficient venturi
wet scrubbers (that require nmore electricity). For new
sources, we expect an increase in electricity usage of
about 0.1 mllion kWh/yr as a result of the final rule.
This electricity demand is associated with conplying with
t he PM standards for new sources.

F. \What are the cost inpacts?

The estimated total national capital cost of today’'s
final rule is $28.2 mllion. This capital cost applies
to projected new and exi sting sources and includes the
cost to purchase and install emnm ssions control equipnent
(e.g., existing PMcontrol equipment upgrades);
nmoni tori ng equi pnent; the costs of initial perfornmance

tests; and em ssions tests to nmeasure HCl to determ ne
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whet her a source is a major source, and, hence subject to
the final standards.

The estimated annualized costs of the final NESHAP
are $18.0 mllion. The annualized costs account for the
annual i zed capital costs of the control and nonitoring
equi pment, operation and mai ntenance costs, periodic
nmonitoring of materials handling operations, and
annual i zed costs of the initial em ssions testing.

G  \Wiat are the econom c inpacts?

It should be noted that the econom c inpacts and
soci al costs described below slightly overestinmate the
i npacts for today’'s action, for they reflect the higher
cost estimates ($22.4 mllion annualized costs)associ ated
with the proposed rule.

The results of our econom c inpact analysis indicate
t he average price per ton for lime will increase by 2.1
percent (or $1.17 per nmetric ton) as a result of the
final standards for |inme manufacturers. Overall line
production is projected to decrease by 1.8 percent as a
result of the final standards. Because of the
uncertainty of control cost information for large firnms,
we accounted for these firns as a single aggregate firm

in the econom c nodel, so it is not plausible to estimte
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cl osures for large firnms. However, anong the 19 smal |l
firms in this industry, we project that two firns are at
risk for closure.
Based on the market analysis, we project the annual
social costs of the final rule to be $20.2 nmillion. As a
result of higher prices and | ower consunption |evels, we

project the consuners of |lime (both domestic and foreign)

will lose $19.7 mlIlion annually, while donestic producer
surplus will decline by $0.8 nmillion. Foreign producers
will gain as a result of the final rule with profit
increasing by $0.2 million. For nore informtion

regardi ng the econom c inpacts, consult the econom c
i npact analysis in the docket for the final rule.
V. Responses to Major Comments

This section presents a summry of responses to
maj or comrents. A summary of all comrents received and
our responses to those comments may be found in Docket ID
No. OAR 2002- 0052.

Coment: In the preanble to the proposed rule, EPA
requested conmment on establishing a subcategory for
exi sting kilns equi pped with wet scrubbers, if it could
be denonstrated factually that there will otherw se be

significant environnentally counterproductive effects due
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to increased em ssions of acid gases, increased energy
use, or increased water use. Several commenters asked
that a subcategory for scrubber-equi pped kil ns be

est abl i shed since wet scrubbers cannot neet the proposed
PMemssion limt of 0.12 Ib/tsf for existing affected
kil ns and, therefore, existing kilns with scrubbers wll
have to replace them wi th baghouses. They also asserted
that in nost cases, wet scrubbers have higher annualized
costs than baghouses. Therefore, even if a wet scrubber
could neet a PMemssion limt of 0.12 Ib/tsf, facilities
will opt to use baghouses due to cost considerations.
This will result in an increase in enissions of HCl (a
HAP) and SO, (a non-HAP criteria pollutant) for a nom nal
decrease in HAP netal em ssions. In | ater discussions,
this same commenter (the industry trade associ ation)

poi nted out that SO, can undergo chemi cal reactions in the
at nosphere to formsulfate PM which is a type of PM
which is less than 2.5 mcroneters in diameter (fine PM.
In support of this request, one commenter provided
estimtes that not establishing the requested wet
scrubber subcategory will result in a HAP netals

en ssions decrease of 3 tpy nationw de, but will result

in increased em ssions of 2,220 tpy for HCl and 2,475 tpy
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for SO,. They also provided data indicating that 46
percent of the increased SO, em ssions would react to form
fine PMin the formof sulfates. They estimate that this
woul d result in an increase of 1,645 tpy of fine PM
em ssions. Other commenters provided site-specific
exanpl es they clai ned denonstrated the sane effect. One
comenter also clainmed that the higher operating
tenperatures of dry systens cause netals to vaporize and
pass through a particulate collector, resulting in a
| ower netal concentration in the captured particulate. As
a result, they clainmed that even though dry control
equi pmrent may reduce HAP netals em ssions, the reduction
will be mnimal, while the release of HCl and SO
em ssions will increase significantly. The conmmenter
provi ded data which they clainmed show the only
conventional pollutant that will be reduced with the
installation of a dry control systemw Il be PM and,
“fugitive dust em ssions froma dry system could nore
than offset the inproved particul ate collection on the
kil n exhausts.”

Response: Standards inplenenting section 112(d) of
t he CAA nust, of course, be of a mnimum/Ilevel of

stringency, usually referred to as the MACT floor. For
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exi sting sources, this floor |evel of control cannot be
| ess stringent than “the average em ssion linmtation
achi eved by the best perform ng 12 percent of the
exi sting sources (for which the Adm nistrator has
em ssions information).” In the final rule, EPA is
establishing section 112 (d) standards to control
em ssions of HAP nmetals, for which PMis a surrogate.
None of the commenters chall enged that the | evel of PM
em ssions reflecting the average of the 12 percent of the
best perform ng sources (for HAP netals reduction) is
0.12 I b/tsf. Notw thstanding, the comenters contended
t hat EPA shoul d subcategorize on the basis of the type of
air pollution control device used and then separately
determ ne the floor for each subcategory.

Al t hough the CAA contenpl ates that EPA may establish
subcat egori es when promul gati ng MACT st andards,
subcat egori zation typically reflects “differences in
manuf act uri ng process, em ssion characteristics, or
technical feasibility” (67 FR 78058). A classic exanple,
provided in the legislative history to CAA section
112(d), is of a different process leading to different
enm ssions and different types of control strategies, the

speci fic exanpl e bei ng Soderberg and prebaked anode
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primary al um num processes (see A Leqgislative History of

the Clean Air Act Anmendnents of 1990, vol. 1 at 1138-39

(fl oor debates on Conference Report)).
Normally, it is legally inperm ssible to
subcat egori ze based on the type of air pollution control

devi ce. See Cheni cal s Manufacturers Association v. EPA,

870 F. 2d 177, 218-19 ( 5'" Cir. 1989) nodified on

di fferent grounds on rehearing 884 F. 2d 253 (5" Cir
1989) (rej ecting subcategorization based on type of

control device for purposes of the technol ogy-based

st andards under the Clean Water Act, which are anal ogous
to the CAA section 112 standards). The problemw th
subcat egori zing on the basis of pollution control device,
quite sinply, is that it leads to situations where floors
are established based on performance of sources that are
not the best perform ng. For exanple, suppose a source
category consists of 100 sources using the same process
and having the sanme em ssion characteristics, but that 50
sources use control device A to control HAP em ssions,
and 50 use control device B which is two orders of

magni tude | ess efficient. |If one subcategorized based on
the type of pollution control device, the MACT fl oor for

the 50 sources with control device B would reflect worst,
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rat her than best performance. Although the disparity in
| evel s of emi ssion control between the best-performnm ng
sources here, and the best-perform ng sources using wet
scrubbers is not this dramatic, the difference is
nonet hel ess evi dent.

Comrent ers provided no technical data that woul d
justify subcategorizing. Nor are we aware of any. The
conmmenters maintain instead that the best performng
sources with respect to HAP nmetal reduction should not be
consi dered “best perform ng” because that performance
(achi eved by use of FF) conmes at an environnmental cost,
namely i ncreased em ssions of HCI and SO, conpared to what
[ime kilns equi pped with wet scrubbers will emt. There
is some support for the idea that if an ostensibly best-
perform ng pollution control device creates potentially
significant and counterproductive environnental effects,
its performance need no | onger be considered best due to
t he counterproductive effects and could justify
differentiation in the form of separate standards.
Comrent ers suggested that the increased em ssions of HC
and SO, will inevitably result (they maintain) if the
owners of linme kilns replace wet scrubbers with

baghouses. (The comenters did not suggest, however,
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that kilns with FF should replace themwith a different
type of control systemto avoid these inpacts; they
sought the result of separate standards for FF-equi pped
kil ns and wet system equi pped kilns.)

Al though it is not clear that the comenters’
starting prenise, that baghouses are either needed or
wi Il be used to achieve the PM standard, is invariably
correct (see Response to Comrent Document where EPA
responds to coments regarding the performance
capabilities of venturi wet scrubber systens), EPA
estimted at proposal and continues to estimte that at
| east in sone cases, kilns would replace wet scrubbers
with dry systens (for exanple, where it is nore
econom cal to do so).

The comenters provided no data to refute that a PM
em ssion limt of a 0.12 |Ib/tsf represents best control
of HAP em ssions if we do not create any kiln
subcategories. (W note that as part of their coments,
they clained that the higher tenperatures of dry PM
controls result in netals vaporizing and passing through
the PM control. However, the data provided in their
comrent do not substantiate that claim and studies done

for the Hazardous Waste Conbustor NESHAP i ndi cate that
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all but a few percent of the netals in question exit the
kilns as solid particulate.) However, our analysis

i ndi cates that the extent to which SO, and HCl em ssions
actually increase nay have been overstated by the
comenter. The EPA estimates that if all facilities
currently using wet scrubbers switched to dry controls,
HCl em ssions woul d increase by approximtely 1,310 tpy
(vs. 1,800 tpy estimted by the commenter), and SO

em ssions would increase by about 1,830 tpy (vs 2,900 tpy
estimated by the commenter). (See the menorandum
“Environnmental Inpacts of Decision on Best Control for
Wet Scrubber-Controlled Kilns” in the docket for the
final rule.) W do not regard either |evel of increased
HCl emi ssions as significant. We nodel ed this enission
increase as part of our determ nation (pursuant to CAA
section 112(d)(4)) that em ssions of HCI fromlime kilns
are below an HCl risk threshold within an anple margin of
safety. See 67 FR 78054-78057 and the risk analysis in
t he docket for the final rule. Gven this determ nation
we cannot view these HCl increases as being so
significant as to raise a question whether the best-
perform ng sources with respect to HAP netal reductions

are in fact best perform ng.
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The comenters also cited projected increases in the
criteria pollutant SO,. They did not initially address
the reductions in PMem ssions resulting fromthe
deci sion not to subcategorize by control device. The EPA
estimtes that nearly 1,080 tpy of additional PMis
renoved if all existing kilns were to neet a standard of
0.12 I b/tsf, of which approximately 1.6 tpy are netal
HAP. Al t hough EPA may not promnul gate standards for non-
HAP under CAA section 112(d), Congress expected
reductions in em ssions of criteria pollutants such as PM
to be a benefit of the MACT program |In conparison to
esti mates of increased em ssions of SO, and HClI by either
the comenter or EPA, the decrease in captured PM
eni ssions (and the attendant decrease in capture of non-
mercury nmetal HAP) is significant.

There is a further consideration, however. Based on
the avail able size distribution data from Conpil ati on of
Air Pollutant Em ssion Factors, AP-42, Fifth Edition,
Volunme |: Stationary Point and Area Sources, 73 percent
of the PMemtted directly by linme kilns is coarse PM (PM
in the size range of 10 to 2.5 mcroneters). Sone of the
SO, emitted to the atnmsphere undergoes chem cal reactions

to formfine PM (See generally the respective Criteria
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Docunents for PM (EPA/ 600/ P-95/001aF-cF. 3v, 1996) and SO,
( EPA/ 600/ 8- 82- 029aF-cF. 3v., 1982 and addenda)). Thus,
i n assessing whet her sone potential factor m ght justify
a decision that kilns with dry systens are not best
perform ng, sonme conparison of coarse v. fine PM
em ssions here is needed.

If we retain a single PMenm ssion limt of 0.12
| b/tsf for all existing kilns, total PM em ssions would
be reduced (conpared to separate standards for kilns with
wet scrubbers and dry controls) by an additional 1,080
tpy. O that nunmber, 630 tpy is fine PMand 450 is
coarse PM The potential amount of increased SO,
em ssions is 1,830. A portion of this 1,830 tpy of SO
will be converted in the atnosphere to produce 1,270 tpy
of fine PM Therefore, the increnental inpact of a
single PM standard of 0.12 Ib/tsf for both wet scrubbers
and dry controls would be an increase of 640 (1,270-630)
tpy in fine PM em ssions, and a decrease of 450 tpy in
coarse PM em ssions. This assunes that all facilities
that currently have wet scrubbers switch to dry controls,
and that 46 percent of the SO, converts to fine PM The
46 percent conversion estinmate used by the comenter is

consistent with information in the respective Criteria
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Docunents for PM and SO, di scussed above.

As recently summarized by EPA (68 FR 28339, My 23,
2003), scientific studies show anbient PM (both fine and
coarse) is associated with a series of adverse health
effects. Fine PMis associated with increases in daily
nortality. Coarse PMis nore strongly |linked to
nmorbidity (e.g. hospital adm ssions). See generally the
respective Criteria Docunents for PM (EPA/ 600/ P-95/001aF-
cF. 3v, 1996) and SO, (EPA/ 600/ 8-82-029aF-cF. 3v., 1982
and addenda). Therefore, it is difficult to nmake
conpari sons between the relative benefits of reducing
em ssions of fine and coarse PM

The EPA views this situation as equivocal: it is
uncl ear which of these types of performance is best since
on the one hand there is reduced em ssions of HAP netals
and coarse PM but foregone control of SO, and sul fate
(fine) PM and, for kilns controlled with wet systens,
the converse. In this situation, and based on these
facts, which, with current analytic tools seemto us to
be largely in equipoise, we are not prepared to view
either wet or dry systenms as best perform ng and instead
are pronul gating a separate PM standard for each.

The EPA enphasi zes that considerations of risk and
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relative environmental benefits are normally irrel evant
to MACT fl oor determ nations (unless expressly authorized
by statute, as in CAA section 112(d)(4) as applied in the
final rule), since floor standards nmust reflect the
performance of the specified nunber of designated

sour ces. See National Line Ass’'n v. EPA, 233 F. 3d at

640 (considerations of cost and de mninm s risk cannot be

considered in making MACT fl oor determ nations). W are
considering these factors in the final rule solely for
t he purpose of evaluating the commenters’ claimthat
sources using wet and dry control systenms shoul d be
eval uated separately for MACT fl oor purposes due to
envi ronmental benefits and di sbenefits associated with
dry and dry control systens.

Comment: One commenter stated that wet scrubbers
cannot neet the proposed PMem ssion limt of 0.12
| b/tsf. They clained that a wet scrubber manufacturer
will only guarantee this Iimt if less than 1 percent of
the particles to be renoved are less than 1 mcroneter in
di ameter. The commenter stated that EPA assunes that the
average mass di aneter of particles in line kiln gas
effluent is 2 mcroneters, and that this assunption is

based on a single reference, and that reference was
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actually fugitive lime dust, not linme kiln particul ate.
They further clainmed that volatilization and honbgenous
nucl eati on of potassium chloride particles in the gas
stream generates particles in the 0.1 to 0.5 mcroneters
size range. “As particle size decreases below 1
m croneter, inertial conpaction beconmes decreasingly
effective. Above 0.1 mcroneters, Browni an di spl acenent
is ineffective. 1In the range between 0.1 and 0.5
m cronmeters, neither of these two main particle capture
mechani snms relied upon in wet scrubber design is very
effective.” The commenter presented data from a recent
scrubber installation to denonstrate the point.

A second commenter clainmed that a scrubber
performance efficiency of 99.9 percent will be required
to neet the 0.0072 grain/dry standard cubic foot
(gr/dscf) particulate concentrati on which they clai ned
corresponds to the proposed PMem ssion [imt of 0.12
I b/tsf. The commenter’s environmental consultant advised
that it is unlikely a wet scrubber with a 35-inch
pressure drop could achieve this | evel of performance
with the facility’ s current inlet exhaust particul ate
| oadi ng.

Response: We have serious technical disagreenents
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with this coment, as set out in the Response to Comrent
Background Docunent. However, because EPA feels that
sone kilns with wet systens would replace themw th dry
systens to conmply with a PMem ssion limt of 0.12

| b/tsf, the potential tradeoff between coarse PM HAP

metals and fine PM SO, reductions likely will still occur.
Comrent: One commenter contended that EPA asserts
incorrectly that lime plants will choose high-efficiency

venturi scrubbers to replace their current wet scrubbers
because high-efficiency venturi scrubbers have | ower
capital costs and sonetines | ower annual costs than FF.
They further stated that five of the six nodel kilns the
Agency exam ned had nmuch hi gher annualized costs for

hi gh-efficiency venturi scrubbers than for FF. This
commenter submtted a manufacturer’s cost proposal that
shows a scrubber with a 35-inch pressure drop costs
substantially nore than EPA estimtes. They concl ude
fromthis that linme kilns will be forced to use FF, with
attendant increases in HCl and SO, em ssions. Anot her
comenter stated that the cost for the installation of a
FF will be higher than EPA estimated due to the | ocation
of existing equipnent in the area where the collector

shoul d be | ocated, construction of the duct collector in
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a congested area with plant operations, and accessibility
to existing linme kiln dust handling systens.

Response: Regardi ng nodel ed high costs for
scrubbers conpared to FF, individual nodels may show this
characteristic. However, the distribution of kiln sizes
in the linme industry and the allocation of nodel plants
to those kilns shows that estimated nati onwi de total
annual costs for replacing existing wet scrubbers with
hi gh-efficiency venturi scrubbers is $6.6 mllion. The
total annual cost if the existing wet scrubbers are
replaced with FF is $7.0 mllion. So there is
essentially no cost difference on a nationw de basis.

For both types of control system costs for any
specific plant may be nore or |ess than the val ue shown
by the nodel used to estimte nationwi de cost. The plant
is expected to buy whatever systemits managenent
believes is in the best business interests of the owners,
but in the aggregate, estimted annual cost for control
systens is about the same whether all plants replace
exi sting equi pment with venturi scrubbers or with FF. It
is for this reason that EPA is finding that at |east sone
kil ns would replace wet systens with dry if required to

meet a uniformPMIlimt of 0.12 |b/tsf.
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There were two comments where specific facilities
claimed that their costs will be higher than EPA
estimated in our nodel plant analysis. One was a
vendor’s actual cost proposal for a scrubber with 35-inch
w. g. pressure drop, and one was for installation of a FF
Qur costs are based on nodel plants devel oped from
i ndustry responses to questionnaires. G ven that we do
not have site specific information on every facility,
this is a reasonabl e approach to calculating costs. It
is always possible that there are site specific factors
that will result in any one facility having higher or
| ower costs than costs estimated using nodel plants. OQur
met hodol ogy i s based on estinmates of basic equi pment
costs, and factors to calculate direct and indirect
capital costs that constitute total capital investnent.
Unit costs are applied to labor, utilities, waste
di sposal, and other operating and mai ntenance costs to
obtain direct annual costs. Indirect annualized costs
based on capital recovery and other service charges are
al so estimated and added to direct annual costs to obtain
total annual cost. Costing based on a nodel plant gives
an estimate that can be included in an aggregate

estimation of costs across all nodel plants weighted by
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their representation in the nationw de popul ation. This
approach necessarily will not address each specific case
found in industry. Therefore, one facility’ s reported
costs not corresponding to our nodel plant costs does not
i ndi cate that our costs are underestimted. W also note
that, except for a coment on flue gas flow which we
previ ously addressed, the commenters did not take
exception to the basic equi pnent costs, energy costs, or
cost factors used by us in our nodel plant assessnment of
the rule’s cost analysis as proposed.

One commenter also nentioned the cost resulting from
t he location of existing equipnent and plant congesti on.
We have accounted for these costs by including factors
for demolition and sal vage of existing equi pnment that
will have to be replaced by the new control system A
retrofit factor is also included to account for
difficulties in replacing existing equi pnent with new
equi pnment in an existing plant (see “Costing Algorithm
for Venturi Scrubber on Line Kilns with Existing
Scrubbers”).

Comment:  Several commenters clai ned that not
establishing a subcategory for scrubber-equi pped kil ns

wi Il adversely affect small businesses. They stated that
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t he annual i zed cost of upgrading all scrubbers is $9.45
mllion, based on EPA's estimte of total annualized
costs. According to the comrenter, EPA predicts that
upgradi ng these kilns will reduce HAP netals by 3.1 tpy,
resulting in a cost effectiveness of $3.0 mllion/ton of
metal HAP. The commenter stated that EPA s assunption
that 30 percent of lime plants are area sources and won't
be affected by the final rule reduces the renoval of
metal HAP attributed to upgradi ng scrubber-equi pped kil ns
to 2.2 tpy (although the comenter stated that EPA has
provi ded no support for the assunption that 30 percent of
lime plants are area sources).

Anot her comrenter noted that EPA s estinmated
annual i zed cost for the commenter to install FF is
$2, 236, 000, which equates to $9.3 mIlion per ton of
particul ate HAP control.

Response: Section 112 of the CAA precludes us from
consi dering cost when cal cul ati ng MACT fl oors.
Therefore, none of the cost issues discussed above are
sufficient to support a separate subcategory for existing
kilns with wet scrubbers, or otherw se support a
different standard.

Though costs cannot be a consideration here, our
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estimte shows a cost of $6.6 nmillion to upgrade all
scrubbers to neet the rule as proposed, versus the $9.45
mllion figure provided by the commenter. Qur estinate
assunmed 70 percent of kilns are |ocated at nmj or sources,
and 90 percent of scrubbers would require an upgrade.
Thi s was probable an overly conservative way to estimte
costs. Inreality, it is reasonable to assune that, on
average, the existing scrubbers have only 50 percent of
their useful life remaining. Because we allocated all of
the capital cost of a new scrubber to the rule, our costs
are conservative. However, we have written the final
rule to allow separate PMem ssion l[imts for kilns with
wet versus dry controls. Therefore, the prem se of the
comment, that not subcategorizing by control device wll
adversely affect small business, is now noot. |In the
final costs, we estimate that only 30 percent of existing
wet scrubbers will require upgrade or replacenent. As
noted previously, because we are allocating all the
capital replacenent cost to the final rule, our costs are
still conservative.

Comrent: One commenter objected to EPA's rationale
of using PMas a surrogate for controlling toxic netals

enm ssi ons. The commenter stated that if EPA has
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sufficient data to indicate that toxic em ssions from
lime kilns are an anbient air problem then the
regul ati on should focus on reduci ng gaseous eni ssi ons
such as HC .
Response: By limting em ssions of PM the final
rule will reduce em ssions of non-volatile and sem -
vol atile netal HAP, which are a subset of PM and are
necessarily renmoved when PMis renmoved by air pollution
control equipnent. As stated in the preanble to the
proposed rule, air pollution controls for HAP netals are
the same as the PMcontrols used by the line
manuf acturing industry, i.e., FF, ESP, and wet scrubbers.
These controls capture non-volatile and sem -vol atile
met al HAP non-preferentially along with other PM thus
maki ng PM an acceptabl e indicator of these HAP netals.
Particulate matter control technol ogy, thus,
indiscrimnately captures HAP netals along with other
particul ate. Consequently, it is an appropriate
i ndi cator when the technical basis of the standard is
performance of back-end particulate control technol ogy.
Anot her reason for using a surrogate is the | ower
cost of em ssions testing and nonitoring for PM as

conpared to the cost of em ssions testing and nonitoring
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for multiple metal HAP that will be required to
denmonstrate conpliance. Because PM control devices
control netal HAP to the sanme efficiency and because of
t he associ ated cost savings associated with enm ssions
testing and nonitoring, the Agency has pronul gated
several other NESHAP where PMis a surrogate for non-
volatile and sem -volatile nmetal HAP.

Regardi ng the commenter’s second point concerning
regul ati ng em ssion of HCl, the preanble to the proposed
rule explained in detail the Agency’s decision not to
regulate HCIl em ssions fromlime kilns. To summarize
t hat di scussion, the EPA determ ned that, under the
authority of section 112(d)(4) of the CAA, no further
control was necessary because HCl is a threshold
pol lutant, and HCl l|levels emtted fromlime kilns are
bel ow the threshold value within an anple margi n of
safety to humans and to the environnent, and considering
the possibility that facilities that currently have wet
scrubbers for PM enissions control nmay switch to dry PM
controls. (The CAA section 112(d)(4) analysis also
considered the potential for environnmental harm posed by
HCl em ssions fromthese sources.)

Conment : One commenter stated that the PM en ssion
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l[imt for new lime kilns should be 0.12 | b/tsf, the sane
as the emssion limt for existing kilns. The comrenter
noted that the proposed |Iimt is based on two 3-hour test
runs at one plant. According to the commenter, EPA
recogni zed in the proposal preanble that 3-hour test
results are just a snapshot in time and should not be
used as the basis for establishing an enforceable
standard, and that EPA expressly rejected such an
approach when establishing the MACT floor for existing
kilns. The comenter stated that data in the docket
shows that 0.10 Ib/tsf is not continuously achievable by
lime kilns, and EPA should not establish a separate PM
[imt for new |lime kilns.

Anot her comenter stated 0.10 | bs PMton stone feed
for a newkiln is too restrictive, and EPA does not have
adequate data to determ ne that a FF or scrubber-equi pped
kiln could achieve this |low | evel of em ssions on a
sust ai ned basi s.

Response: The approach to which the comrenter
refers whereby EPA rejected the use of the “average or
mean” in establishing the MACT floor for existing sources
did not refer to the average of individual test runs as

inplied by the comment. Rather, it refers to EPA' s
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decision to use the median (instead of a sinple nean) of
the top-perform ng 12 percent to set the MACT fl oor.
Furthernmore, as an indication of the achievability of the
technol ogy over the long term EPA chose to rely on
St ate-i nposed permt limts (in conjunction with
em ssions test data show ng that those permt |limts are
representative of actual performance) in arriving at the
MACT floor em ssion limt.

In test data cited by the comrenter, the three-run
averages for two sets of em ssions tests for the kiln
used to set the MACT new PMIimt are bel ow (0.079 and
0.091 Ib/tsf) the proposed PMIlimt of 0.1 Ib/tsf for new
lime kilns. The commenter noted that one of the test
runs was at the proposed 0.1 Ib/ tsf PMIlimt and that
the proposed 0.1 Ib/tsf Iimt was, therefore,

I nappropri at e.

It is reasonable for EPA to establish a standard

based on the sanme net hodol ogy that will be used for

conplying with that standard. See, e.g., Chenical Waste

Managenment v. EPA, 976 F. 2d 2, 34 (D.C. Cir. 1992). W

note that conpliance with emssion limts is normally
based on a three-run average which can accommodat e

occasional elevated results as |long as the average is at



75

or below the established Iimt. Furthernore, the

em ssion test results for five of the six top perform ng
kil ns were 0.0091, 0.013, 0.026, 0.027, and 0.091 | b/tsf.
These results adequately account for operating
variability and indicate that any new kiln using wel

desi gned and operated control devices can neet the 0.1
Ib/tsf limt. Based on this, we see no basis to state
that a 0.10 Ib/tsf PMemssion |[imt is not achievable or
appropri ate.

Comment: One commenter claimed that the proposed
NESHAP wi Il require the replacenment of their two wet
scrubbers with baghouses. They claimthere is no space
for FF retrofit, and that converting to baghouses wil |
trigger prevention of significant deterioration (PSD)
nonattai nment review due to increased SO, eni ssi ons.

Response: Vhile we recognize that a facility may
(or may not) have site-specific space restrictions, we
have, on average, adequately accounted for these factors
by incorporating cost analysis factors to account for
retrofit and equi pnent denmolition. W have also all owed
a facility 3 years to conply with the final NESHAP. This
should all ow sufficient tine for facilities to replace or

upgrade existing equi pnent during schedul ed outages. The
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averagi ng provisions in the final NESHAP al so provide
facilities with additional flexibility concerning
repl acenment or upgrade of existing equipnment.

Requiring an existing facility with a wet scrubber
to upgrade their PMcontrols to nmeet 0.12 Ib/tsf will not
necessarily trigger new source review (NSR). First, as
previously discussed, the facility can choose to repl ace
or upgrade their existing scrubbers, which neans there
will be no SO, (or other collateral pollutant) em ssions
increase to trigger NSR requirenents. Second, if they
choose to use a baghouse, they may be able to avoid NSR
by qualifying for a pollution control project exclusion
(67 FR 80186).

Coment: One commenter stated the particulate
matter em ssion limts proposed for |ime manufacturing
kil ns and cool ers do not represent the maxi num achi evabl e
control technol ogy and are nmuch |l ess stringent than the
limts actually required by the CAA. The commenter noted
that the proposed rule discredits performance test data
whi ch denonstrate that particul ate em ssions of |ess than
hal f the proposed standard for existing plants are
routinely achieved by claimng they may not be

consi stently achi evabl e, but EPA has provided no
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statistics. The comrenter clained that EPA has chosen
instead to base the standards on permt |limts, but has
selectively elimnated from consideration those pernits
calling for stringent controls which are currently in

pl ace. The comrenter gives the exanples of Continental
Lime which is in conpliance with a best avail able control
technology (BACT) limt for PMem ssions of 0.05 | b/ton

| i mestone, and Western Line which is in conpliance with a
permt limt for PMem ssions of 0.06 Ib/ton |inmestone.

The comenter noted that if performance data do not
represent achi evable em ssion limts, EPA should consider
desi gn standards based on air-to-cloth ratios. The
commenter also stated the proposed particul ate em ssion
limts for grinders, conveyors, and bins are al so based
on data which overstate em ssions (in nearly all cases)
and do not represent MACT. The commenter stated EPA
shoul d exam ne actual performance test data test or
actual permt limtations.

Response: The EPA reviewed data on the kilns
referred to in the comment. The permt |limts cited by
the commenter were apparently reported on the EPA
Technol ogy Transfer Network (TTN) website. The EPA

contacted the Montana Departnment of Environment and found
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that the limt for one of these kilns is actually 0.5
| b/tsf and not 0.05 Ib/tsf as reported on the TTN
website. Also, the conplete permt for the other kiln
menti oned was | ocated on the W sconsin Departnent of
Nat ural Resources website, which showed the permt limt
for the kiln in question as being 0.12 I b/tsf rather than
the 0.058 I b/tsf as reported on the TTN website. Based
on the correct PMpermt |limts for these two |ine
sources, EPA's conclusions regarding MACT PMIlimts for
exi sting and new sources are still appropriate. As the
response to the previous question shows, these permt
limts are al so representative of actual performnce.

The floor for grinders, conveyors, and bins is based
on the existing new source performance standards (NSPS).
We have no data to support a different floor.

Comment: One commenter stated that opacity does not
correlate to PM mass em ssions. The comenter noted the
EPA has stated on several occasions that a COMS can
determ ne opacity, but a COMS cannot determ ne PM
em ssions. And if particle density changes but the
particle size remains the sanme, opacity will not change
while the mass emi ssion rate will change in proportion to

the density change. The comenter agreed that PMis a
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technically sound surrogate for HAP netals, but disagreed
t hat opacity serves as a surrogate for HAP netals as
stated in the proposal preanble.

The comenter stated that a COMS can not be used to
eval uate the continuous conpliance status of kil ns,
cool ers, or PSH operations that have a nmass eni ssi on
limt. The comenter was not aware of any data that show
a definitive |link between opacity and nmass em ssions
except in very limted and controlled situations. 1In
addition, the commenter did not understand how a 15
percent 6-m nute average opacity limt can be correl ated
to a 3-hour rolling average PM em ssion limt of |b/ton
of stone feed.

The comenter stated a better alternative is to use
a PM continuous em ssions nonitor system (CEMS) that
measures PM nmass em ssions in units that are directly
related to the mass em ssion limt. The commenter noted
that EPA's stated reluctance to use a PM CEMS in the
absence of performance specifications is inconsistent
with the remai nder of the standard, since the use of BLDS
and a PM detector are proposed w thout perfornmance
specifications. The commenter also noted that an

extractive type PM CEMS designed to operate in wet
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exhaust streans can provide a direct indication of
conpliance for wet scrubbers.

Response: We agree that a COMS cannot directly
measure PM em ssions. However, a properly calibrated and
mai nt ai ned COMS is sufficient to denonstrate |ong term PM
control device performance. The purpose of the nonitor
is to denonstrate with reasonable certainty that the PM
control device is operating as well as it did during the
PM em ssion test used to denonstrate conpliance.

We al so note that PM CEMS are significantly nore
expensive to purchase and maintain than a COMS or PM
detector. Also, PM CEMS neasure concentration, while the
basis of the standard is mass per unit of feed input.
Because the standard is not based on PM concentration,
and no PM CEMS are currently installed and operating on
t he best controlled kilns, we have no data to devel op a
PM st andard based on the use of PM CEMS.

Comment: Several commenters stated EPA Method 9 in
Appendix A to 40 CFR part 60 should be allowed for a
positive pressure baghouse. According to one comenter,

t he bag | eak detector guidance docunment recognizes that
requiring BLDS will be very costly, and stated that the

docunment does not apply to this type of baghouse (EPA s



81
“Fabric Filter Bag Leak Detection Gui dance”
(EPA- 454/ R- 98- 015, Septenber 1997, pg 2). This comenter
gave the exanple of a small business that will be
required to have a bag | eak detector for each of the
ei ght conpartnents in its baghouse under the final rule,
and whose title V permt allows Method 9 nonitoring for
t he baghouse. According to one commenter, the associ ated
costs of installing a separate bag | eak detector or PM
CEM sensor on each di scharge or new common stack coul d
easily exceed $1,000,000. The commenter noted that,
“baghouse pressure differential readings, together with
fan anperage and daily visible em ssion notations w ||l
provi de the necessary perfornmance assurance with anple
and tinmely indication of baghouse failures or
mal functi ons.”

Response: W acknow edge that there are precedents
for the use of alternatives to COMS, BLDS, and PM
detectors on positive pressure baghouses that have
mul ti ple stacks. The NESHAP for portland cenent, an
i ndustry that has simlarities to the Iinme manufacturing
i ndustry, allows the use of opacity nonitoring using
Met hod 9 in Appendix A of 40 CFR part 60 for kilns having

control devices with nultiple stacks. Based on this
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anal ogous situation, we have decided that existing |ime
kil ns controlled by control devices having nultiple
stacks will have the option of using Method 9 in Appendi x
A of 40 CFR part 60 for daily opacity nonitoring.

Coment: One commenter stated that a single
excursion from operating paraneters recorded during a 3-
hour conpliance test should not constitute a violation.
The comenter stated that, “the new source performnce
standard (NSPS) kilns are the lime industry s top
perfornmers, and their nonitoring reginme should be the
benchmar k agai nst which nonitoring under the MACT rule is
prescribed.” Since a violation under the NSPS does not
occur unless the paraneter is greater than 30 percent
bel ow the rates established during the performance test,
the comenter recommends a 30 percent “buffer” between
the permt limt and the 3-hour average recorded during
the conpliance test. O, “alternatively, |like the Pulp
and Paper MACT, the rule should specify that a violation
of the standard does not occur unless 6 or nore 3-hour
average paraneter values are recorded outside the
establi shed range within the 6 nonth reporting period.”

The commenter noted that EPA s conpliance assurance

moni tori ng (CAM gui dance docunent states, “Use of only 3
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hours of paraneter data may not be sufficient to fully
characteri ze parameter val ues during normal operation.”
The comrenter al so noted that |anguage in the proposal
preanbl e cauti ons agai nst devel opi ng enforceabl e em ssion
st andards based on 3-hour conpliance tests. The
commenter also noted that none of the CAM plans for
scrubbers base a permt |limt on the 3-hour average
readi ng that occurred during a conpliance test, and two
of the plans allow a 15 percent buffer to account for
variability.

The comrenter provided gas pressure drop readi ngs
and concurrent PMtest data for three kilns, and noted
that for each of them gas pressure drop during one or
more 1-hour runs was bel ow the proposed 3-hour average.
The comrenter stated that under the proposed rules, these
readi ngs bel ow the 3-hour average would constitute a
vi ol ati on.

The comenter also stated the final rule should
provi de an exenmption fromthe PMenm ssion limt during
performance testing. The comenter stated, “plant
operators may need to conduct a series of performance
tests to determ ne the m ni mum pressure drop and |iquid

flow rate levels that will assure conpliance for each set
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of operating conditions used for a particular kiln.
Results for these tests are not available until post-test
| aborat ory anal yses are conpl eted.”

Response: Each owner/operator is required to define
the conpliance paraneters to be nonitored in their OV&M
pl an. Then, during the initial performance tests, they
are required to nonitor and establish the value or range
of the paraneters. The 30 percent buffers referred to by
the commenters refer to NSPS, which, in general, predate
NESHAP. I n devel oping vari ous NESHAP, we determ ned t hat
the 30 percent buffers were not necessary. For this
reason, nost NESHAP specify that exceeding an operating
paramet er over the specified averaging period is a
deviation. The comenters also nentioned the Pulp and
Paper MACT. However, the Pulp and Paper MACT woul d
appear to be unusual in regards to the all owance for
exceedances. The comenters did not provide any
rational e why we should add provisions simlar to the
Pul p and Paper MACT when ot her MACT standards do not
al |l ow exceedances.

The comenters also referred to a statenent in the
CAM proposal and gui dance docunent. The CAMrule only

applies to emssion |imtations or standards proposed by
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the Adm nistration on or before Novenber 15, 1990.

Moni toring and control technol ogy have progressed
significantly since the technol ogy avail abl e when t hese
ol der rules were devel oped. Also, facilities have 3
years to install control equipnment and | earn their
processes’ operating paraneters and set up conpliance
test conditions that result in operating limts that both
result in conmpliance with the PMem ssion |imt and can
be met on a continuous basis. For these reasons, we do
not agree that the CAM applies here.

Most operating paraneters are required to be
cal cul ated as 3-hour averages. This is generally
consistent with performance test tines. Thus, a 1-hour
period of insufficient gas pressure drop will not, by
itself, be considered an excursion.

Facilities nust conplete their performance tests
prior to the conpliance date. Therefore, they are not
required to be in conpliance with the emssion limts
during testing, and there is no reason to provide an
exenpti on.

Comrent: In response to EPA's request for comments
on the appropriate opacity limt (EPA was considering an

opacity limt of 10 to 15 percent), several commenters
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stated that the opacity standard for linme kilns should be
15 percent, as proposed. One commenter provided
additional data in the formof opacity data from four
kilns. According to this comenter, the opacity data for
sel ected kilns are not reliable for establishing an
opacity standard because they are from visible em ssion
data collected for brief periods of tinme under poor
vi ewi ng condi ti ons.

Response: Based on information considered prior to
proposal as well as additional information supplied by
commenters, EPA is retaining the 15 percent opacity limt
for sources controlled using FF and ESP. Information
consi dered by EPA in proposing the opacity limt
suggested that the average opacity permt |limt of the
top performing linme kilns was 15 percent. Information
provi ded by the commenters supporting the proposed
opacity limt indicated that opacity |evels may vary
bet ween 10 and 15 percent even for well operated and
mai ntai ned kilns. No information was provi ded supporting
a nore stringent, or nore lenient opacity limt than the
one proposed. Therefore, EPA is retaining the proposed
15 percent opacity limt in the final NESHAP.

Comrent: Several comrenters requested that the

final rule specify a tinme period during which opacity
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readi ngs greater than 15 percent are not considered a
violation. One comenter requested at a mninmum that the
final rule state that opacity readings greater than 15
percent for less than 1 percent of the reporting period
are not considered to be a violation.

Anot her commenter noted that they operate two of the
top six perforners in the industry, and it is inpossible
not to have occasional readings that would be violations
if there were no allowances for them The commenter’s
State permts allow 1 percent of operating time per
gquarter to exceed the opacity limt.

Anot her comment er suggested other time frames for
al l owabl e exceedances. Two commenters referred to the
Pul p and Paper MACT as an exanple of an existing rule
with such an exenpti on.

Response: We find no justification to support
al | owi ng excursions above the 15 percent opacity limt.
Wel | operated and nmai ntai ned control devices wll
typically operate at opacity levels nmuch | ower than 15
percent. O her NESHAP, including the portland cenent
NESHAP, contain opacity limts for which no exceedances
are allowed. Data fromlinmes kilns, cited bel ow, support
this. Because we have industry specific data, the Pulp

and Paper MACT exanple is not applicable.
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In response to the comenters’ concerns about
occasi onal excursions above the opacity |limt, there are
ti mes when opacity | evels above 15 percent are not
considered to be a violation of the final rule. These
i nclude periods when a control device malfunctions, or is
in a period startup or shutdown (as long as the facility
follows its SSMP). If opacity |evels exceed 15 percent
as a result of a control device startup, shutdown, or
mal function, it will not be considered a violation of the
opacity limt (see 863.7121(b)of the final rule). The
sane is true during periods when a nonitoring system
mal functions or is being calibrated (see 863.7120(b) of
the final rule).

| nformati on supplied by one commenter showed opacity
readi ngs for several kilns over several days. Nearly all
of the readings were well below the 15 percent |limt wth
just a few exceptions for each kiln. The commenter who
supplied the opacity readi ngs was asked to supply
addi tional information regarding the opacity excursions
above 15 percent. |In each instance, the high opacity
readi ng was expl ai ned by a startup, shutdown, or
mal function of the control device or by a malfunctioning

nmonitor or a nonitoring systemthat was undergoi ng
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cal i bration, none of which will be considered a violation
of the opacity limt as long as the facility follows its
SSMP. Well run and maintai ned control devices can neet
the opacity limt and the occasi onal excursion above the
l[imt due to control device or nmonitoring system
mal function will not be a violation of the operating
[imt.

Comment: One commenter clainmed that the econom c
i npacts analysis (EIA) neglected to include sone
significant costs of inplenenting the rule, including the
cost of dismantling existing equipnment, |ost sales during
downtime, and the cost of re-hiring personnel after plant
nodi fications if scrubbers nmust be replaced. The
commenter al so noted that maintenance and supervisory
personnel currently do not work evening and weekend
shifts, but will likely be required in the event of
failure of the recommended nonitoring equipnment.

A second commenter stated EPA's estimated $1.17 per

ton of line cost estimte for control costs is |ow, and
the cost to a typical lime producer will be significantly
hi gher. In particular, the comenter noted that the

addi ti onal power required for high pressure drop

scrubbers al one woul d be approxi mately $1.30 per ton of
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produced linme. 1In addition, EPA' s estinmated equi pnent
costs appear to be | ow.

Response: As discussed in the response to comments
regardi ng a separate subcategory for scrubbers, estimted
i npl ement ati on costs used for the EPA nodel plants
i nclude costs for denolition of existing equipnment and
credits for salvage value. Because plants have a 3-year
period in which to conmply with the final NESHAP, it is
expected that schedul ed downtine will be used for
di sconnecti ng an existing scrubber and connecting a new
scrubber. As a general practice, building a new scrubber
whil e the existing scrubber remains in operation is
preferable to taking the associated kiln out of service
for an extended period of tinme and | osing production from
the kiln. The plant is expected to use its |abor force
in the manner normally found for planned downtinme. Such
| abor costs (or savings) would not be attributable to
conpliance with the final NESHAP.

Power costs for new scrubbers are cal cul at ed
incrementally, i.e., costs are estimted for the
di fference between 35-inch. w.g. (new scrubbers) and 14
inch w.g. (existing scrubbers). For individual nodel

kil ns, summ ng the power costs and dividing by the
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nodel s production rate gives estinmated i ncrenental power
costs ranging from $0.82 to $1.47/ton of lime. On a
nati onwi de basis, aggregating the nodel kiln costs
apportioned anong the affected kiln popul ati on provides
average costs as estimated by EPA

Comment: One commenter clainmed that the EIA is
seriously flawed because it assumes |ime producers can
pass control costs through to consuners. The comrenter
mai ntai ned that |inme producers cannot raise prices. The
reasons cited included a highly conpetitive market due to
overcapacity, conpetition from unregul ated sources, the
exi stence of conpetitive substitutes for nost key
mar ket s, and significant market resistance. The
comenter also clainmed that recent history proves that
prices cannot be increased. Finally, the commenter
stated that because the price increase assunmed by EPA is
erroneous, EPA's prediction that only two |inme plants
will close seriously understates the inpact. One other
commenter also stated that they could not increase
prices.

Response: W conducted an econoni ¢ anal ysi s
primarily as part of the Executive Order 12866 anal ysis

and partly to ascertain inpacts on snmall businesses for
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pur poses of conpliance with the Small Busi ness Regul atory
and Enforcenent Fairness Act (SBREFA). The analysis is
al so used to deternm ne econom c inpacts of any beyond-
t he-fl oor considerations under section 112(d)(2) of the
CAA. However, as provided by section 112(d)(3), and

confirmed by the D.C. Circuit in the National Linme case,

consi derations of costs are sinply irrelevant to
determ nations of MACT floors. Thus, EPA did not

consi der any of the econom c analysis as part of its

fl oor determ nations, and that context should be
understood in all of the responses to comments relating
to the Agency’s econom c inpact analysis.

The fact that many linme plants are currently
operating at less than full capacity inplies that their
supply curves should be relatively elastic (flat) at
current production |evels because |inme producers can
fairly easily change output w thout running into capacity
constraints.

Assunming that the lime industry is very conpetitive
(as stated by the commenter) and has substanti al
overcapacity inplies that the industry margi nal cost
curve (and the market supply curve) should be relatively

flat at current production levels. To the extent that
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the costs of the |Iime manufacturing MACT standards
i ncrease the marginal costs of |linme production, having a
very elastic (flat) supply curve is a textbook case where
the majority of the costs are passed on to consuners. A
hi ghly conpetitive market inplies, by definition, that
i ndi vi dual producers cannot unilaterally increase their
prices without losing nost, if not all, of their
custoners. It does not inply that the market price wll
not increase in response to a general increase in the
cost of |linme production due to environnmental regulations.
It is certainly true that foreign |lime suppliers
(i ncludi ng suppliers located in Mexico) gain because the
final rule applies only to domestic |inme producers.
However, inports of line account for an extrenely tiny
share of the |lime market prior to the final rule (about 1
percent nationally), and even a fairly |arge percentage
increase in inports shows up as a very snmall change in
absolute terns. High transportation costs are expected
to prevent significant replacenent of domestic linme with
i nported |ine.
To exam ne the historical supply responsiveness in
the lime market, we estimated the supply elasticity for

lime using data from 1983-2001. These estimates capture
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the overall change in the quantity of lime supplied in
response to a change in the real (inflation-adjusted)
price of lime, including any entry or exit of captive
suppliers fromthe market. Based on estinmates obtained
fromthe econonetric nodel, the donmestic linme supply
elasticity was 1.24 at the average price and quantity for
the period and 0.98 using the linme price and quantity for
1997, the baseline year for the EIA. The value for the
baseline year inplies that a 1 percent increase in price
woul d lead Iinme producers to increase their line
producti on by 0.98 percent, other things being equal.

For the lime price to remain constant due to entry
into the commercial market by captive suppliers, that
entry would need to be sufficient that it led to the
mar ket supply curve being perfectly elastic. There is no
evidence for a perfectly elastic market supply curve due
to | arge-scale entry based on historical estimtes of the
responsi veness of linme supply to changes in real price.

There are substitutes for linme in many of the
mar kets in which it conpetes, such as crushed |inmestone,
causti c soda, soda ash, and other products. However,
unl ess the alternatives are perfect substitutes, this

does not inply that the price of line will not increase
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in response to an increase in production costs.

The fact that |linme prices have not increased in
recent years despite plant closures and increases in rea
prices in no way inplies that those events do not exert
upward pressure on prices. The relevant conparison is
the price with and w thout those events, not before and
after they occur. It is expected that prices would have
been even lower if there had not been closures and
i ncreases in input prices.

As outlined in the responses to these comments,
there is no evidence to support the claimthat the
assunption that linme price will increase is erroneous,
and that the estimated econom c inpact of the final rule
IS underst ated. Comment: One commenter stated that
t he EPA econom c nmodel for the |inme market assunmes a
nationally perfectly conpetitive market, but |lime prices
are primarily dictated by |arge producers who sel
capacity regardl ess of price.

Response: This coment suggests that large |linme
producers have market power and, therefore, face a
downwar d sl opi ng demand curve and have sone ability to
set prices. |If large |inme producers do possess market

power, then profit-maxim zing behavior would inply that
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they would restrict output below the | evels expected
under perfect conpetition in order to increase market
price to the point that their marginal revenue is equal
to their marginal cost. The |arge producers nmay have
| ower margi nal costs such that the resulting price makes
it difficult for the small producers that take the market
price as given to remain in business. However, the
presence of market power in the linme industry would tend
to increase prices relative to the perfectly conpetitive
case, not decrease them

Comment: One commenter was concerned over EPA' s use
of the Acute Exposure Cuideline Level (AEGL) in assessing
the health risk associated with HCI. \While not directly
objecting to the concl usions reached by EPA, the
comrenter noted that the intended use of the AEG,
according to the National Research Council, is in
conjunction with "once in a lifetinme" exposures for
emer gency exposures ranging from 10 m nutes to 8 hours.
Because the AEGL values are intended to be used in
conjunction with a single lifetinme exposure, they can be
hi gher than short termlimts reconmended for popul ations
with repeated exposures. It is not clear in the

description of the industry analysis, if in their use of
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AEGL they were contenplating a once in a lifetinme
exposure or whet her exposures would be occurring
repeatedly. The comenter stated that EPA should
explicitly state how they believe AEGL val ues should be
used in their risk assessnment process and what are the
possi bl e exposure levels to the public. The comrenter
was al so troubled by the use in the rationale of both the
reference concentration (estimted daily exposure that
over a lifetine is not likely to result in significant
noncancer effect in humans) and the AEGL (once in a
lifetime exposure).

The comenter asked that EPA clarify their position
on the use of AEGL values for environmental risk
assessnents, and whether its use represents a "reasonable
met hodol ogy" and "consistent with EPA nmet hodol ogy" as
claimed in the preanble.

Response: In order to evaluate short term exposure
to hydrochloric acid, EPA reviewed the avail able acute
dose-response values for this conmpound. Anong these, the
Cal I i ope reference exposure |level (REL) and AEGL-1 val ues
(2.1 and 2.7 ng/ M, respectively) were found to be the
nost health protective. Since these benchmarks were

effectively the sane, and AEGL val ues are products of a
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Federal effort in which EPA participates, we gave
priority to the AEGL. Therefore, the AEG.-1 selected for
anal ysis represented the nost appropriate val ue.

Comment: Several commenters stated the final rule
shoul d not require HCl testing of all kilns. The
commenters note that in recent years, many lime plants
have been forced to idle or infrequently operate kil ns at
operating plants due to increased fuel cost, reduced
custonmer demand, etc., and start up of every kiln for the
pur pose of conducting HCl testing will require
significant expenditures. This will also result in PM
and ot her em ssions that otherw se would not be
generated. As a result, it was requested the final rule
be written to provide state agencies with the discretion
to determ ne whether testing of all kilns at a |inme plant
IS necessary in order to denonstrate that a plant is an
area source

Response: In the final NESHAP, we have incl uded
| anguage allowing the permtting authority discretion
concerni ng whether idle kilns nust be tested.

Comrent: Several comrenters stated that performance
testing should be conducted under “representative”

conditions rather than under the “highest production
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| evel reasonably expected to occur.” One commenter noted
i nconsi stenci es between what is proposed in Table 4 in
t he proposed rule and what is required under the General
Provisions at 40 CFR 63.7(e)(1). The EPA has recently
amended the Cenent MACT to fix simlar inconsistencies,
and the commenter suggested the lime MACT be simlarly
revised.

Response: W have witten the requirenent in the
final rule to require testing under representative
conditions, which is in agreenent with the |anguage in
t he General Provisions.

Comment: Two commenters stated the final rule
shoul d provide a risk-based exenption fromthe entire
rule (not just fromHClI standards) for plants at which
nodel ed ri sks are bel ow health based thresholds. One
commenter noted that EPA recently solicited conment on
provi di ng risk-based exenptions in proposed MACT
standards for several source categories. This commenter
strongly supported the view that such exenptions shoul d
be provided in MACT standards that inpose substanti al
costs while achieving negligible reductions in risks to
public health and stated the lime MACT fits this

descri pti on.
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Response: O her than the decision to not regul ate
em ssions of HCl fromlinme manufacturing, EPA did not
consi der and did not request coments on providing risk-
based exenptions for linme manufacturing facilities.
Al t hough EPA is aware that risk-based exenptions were
bei ng di scussed in other proposed rules, no decisions
have been made by the Agency regarding risk-based
exenptions and application to industry groups or
i ndi vidual plants. Due to the uncertainty of how t hese
exenptions woul d be structured, it would not be
appropriate to include these site specific risk-based
exenptions in the final rule. [Including such a
substantive statenment change in the final rule w thout
all ow ng the general public an opportunity to coment
woul d be a violation of the notice and coment
requi rements found in section 307 (d) of the CAA
especially in light of the fact that their inclusion in
ot her proposed rul es have generated significant negative
publ i c comrent

Coment: One commenter stated the benefits analysis
is based on inaccurate assunptions, and presented
concl usi ons regarding reductions in netal HAP that are

greatly overstated.
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The comenter also clainmed that the em ssion factor
for existing uncontrolled stone handling operations is
al so overstated; it was derived using AP-42 eni ssion
factors with “E” ratings. The commenter stated that it
presented to the SBREFA Panel a nore reliable em ssion
factor for these units that is rated “C' and was revi sed
in 1995.

I n addition, the commenter clained that EPA
overstated the anmount of new capacity and the em ssions
fromnew rotary kilns. The commenter stated, “EPA should
either reflect (our) estimates in the preanble to the
final rule, or provide a reasoned response to our
comrents that EPA's estinmates are overstated” . . . we
believe the best estimte of metal HAP reductions is 3.5
tons (7,000 pounds) per year. Based on the 56 linme plants
predicted to be subject to the MACT rule, this transl ates
into an annual reduction in netal HAP per |ime plant of
124 pounds.

Response: We reviewed the new information on PM
em ssions presented by the commenter, as well as their
cal cul ati ons of baseline em ssions and emn ssion
reductions resulting fromthe final rule. 1In the case of

baseline em ssions fromKkilns and cool ers, the
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i nformation provided by the comenter is a nore
reasonabl e estimate than the em ssion factors we used at
proposal. Therefore, we revised our baseline PM
em ssions estimtes to incorporate this new information.
In the case of em ssions from PSH operations, we based
our em ssion estimtes on a mass bal ance approach. This
met hod i s reasonably accurate, and we did not revise
baseline em ssion estimtes for PSH operations. This
resulted in our estimate of nmetal HAP em ssion reductions
to be changed to 14.4 tpy, conpared to an estinmate of 23
t py.
V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866, Requl atory Pl anni ng and Revi ew

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735, October 4,
1993), we are required to determ ne whether the
regul atory action is “significant” and, therefore,
subject to review by the Ofice of Managenent and Budget
(OMB) and the requirenents of the Executive Order. The
Executive Order defines “significant regulatory action”
as one that is likely to result in a rule that my:

(1) Have an annual effect on the econony of $100
mllion or nore or adversely affect in a material way the

econony, a sector of the econony, productivity,
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conpetition, jobs, the environnent, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal governnents or
comruni ti es;

(2) <create a serious inconsistency or otherw se
interfere with an action taken or planned by another
agency;

(3) materially alter the budgetary inpact of
entitlenments, grants, user fees, or |loan prograns, or the
ri ghts and obligation of recipients thereof; or

(4) raise novel legal or policy issues arising out
of | egal mandates, the President's priorities, or the
principles set forth in the Executive Order

Pursuant to the terns of Executive Order 12866, OWB
notified EPA at proposal that it considered this
rul emaki ng a “significant regulatory action” within the
meani ng of the Executive Order. The EPA submtted the
proposed rule to OVMB for review. Changes made in
response to OVB suggesti ons or recommendati ons are
docurment ed and included in the public record. The OVB
has informed EPA that it considers this final action
nonsi gnificant. Therefore, it is not subject to further
OVMB review. The OVB was briefed on the responses to

maj or coments, and was provided a copy of the regul ation
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and preanble prior to publication. However, they did not
request any changes in the final rule.

B. Paper wor k Reducti on Act

The information collection requirenments in the final
rul e have been submtted for approval to the Ofice of
Managenment and Budget under the Paperwork Reduction Act,
44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq. We have prepared an Information
Col | ecti on Request (ICR) docunent (2072.01), and
a copy nmay be obtained from Susan Auby by mail at U S.
EPA, O fice of Environmental Information, Collection
Strategies Division (2822T), 1200 Pennsyl vani a Avenue,
NW Washi ngton DC 20460, by emmil at auby.susan@pa. gov,
or by calling (202) 566-1672. You nmay al so downl oad a
copy off the Internet at http://ww.epa.gov/icr. The
information requirenments are not effective until OVB
approves them

The information requirenments are based on
notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents
in the NESHAP General Provisions (40 CFR part 63, subpart
A), which are mandatory for all operators subject to
national em ssion standards. These recordkeepi ng and
reporting requirenents are specifically authorized by

section 114 of the CAA (42 U S.C. 7414). Al information
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submtted to the EPA pursuant to the recordkeepi ng and
reporting requirenments for which a claim of
confidentiality is made i s saf eguarded according to

Agency policies set forth in 40 CFR part 2, subpart B.

The final rule will require devel opnment and
i npl ementati on of an OM&M pl an, which will include
i nspections of the control devices but will not require

any notifications or reports beyond those required by the
NESHAP General Provisions (40 CFR part 63, subpart A).
The recordkeeping requirenents require only the specific
i nformati on needed to determ ne conpliance.

The annual nonitoring, reporting, and recordkeepi ng
burden for this collection (averaged over the first 3
years after the effective date of the rule) is estimted
to be 7,800 | abor hours per year, at a total annual cost
of $621,600. This estimate includes notifications that
facilities are subject to the rule; notifications of
performance tests; notifications of conpliance status,
including the results of performance tests and ot her
initial conpliance denonstrations that do not include
performance tests; startup, shutdown, and mal function
reports; sem annual conpliance reports; and

recordkeeping. Total capital/startup costs associ ated



106
with the testing, nonitoring, reporting, and
recordkeepi ng requirenents over the 3-year period of the
|CR are estimated to be $1, 000,000, with annualized costs
of $377, 900.

Burden neans the total time, effort, or financial
resources expended by persons to generate, maintain,
retain, or disclose or provide information to or for a
Federal agency. This includes the tine needed to:
review i nstructions; develop, acquire, install, and
utilize technol ogy and systens for the purposes of
col l ecting, validating, and verifying informtion,
processi ng and mai ntaining information, and discl osing
and providing information; adjust the existing ways to
conply with any previously applicable instructions and
requi renents; train personnel to be able to respond to a
collection of information; search data sources; conplete
and review the collection of information; and transmt or
ot herwi se di sclose the informtion.

An agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person
is not required to respond to, a collection of
information unless it displays a currently valid OvVB
control nunmber. The OMB control nunmbers for our

regul ations are listed in 40 CFR part 9 and 48 CFR
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chapter 15. When the OVB approves the information
collection requirenents of the final rule, the EPA w |
anmend the table in 40 CFR part 9 of currently approved
| CR control nunbers issued by OVMB for various
regul ati ons.

C. Reqgul atory Flexibility Anal ysis.

The EPA has prepared a final regulatory flexibility
analysis (FRFA) in connection with the final rule. For
pur poses of assessing the inpacts of today’ s final rule
on small entities, a small entity is defined as (1) a
smal | business as a |ime manufacturing conpany with | ess
t han 500 enpl oyees; (2) a small governnmental jurisdiction
that is a government of a city, county, town, school
district or special district with a popul ation of |ess
t han 50, 000; and (3) a small organization that is any
not-for-profit enterprise which is independently owned
and operated and is not domnant in its field.

After considering the econom c inpacts of today’s
final rule on small entities, | certify that this action
w Il not have a significant econom c inpact on a
substantial nunber of small entities. Despite the
determ nation that the final rule will have no

significant inpact on a substantial number of smal
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entities, EPA prepared a Small Business Flexibility
Anal ysis that has all the conmponents of a FRFA. An FRFA
exam nes the inpact of the final rule on small entities.
The Smal |l Business Flexibility Analysis (which is
included in the econom c inpact analysis) is available
for review in the docket, and is summarized bel ow.

It should be noted that the small busi ness inpacts
descri bed bel ow slightly overestimte the inpacts for
today’ s action, for they reflect the higher cost
estimates ($22.4 mllion) associated with the proposed
rule.

Based on SBA's size definitions for the affected
i ndustries and reported sal es and enpl oynent data, EPA
identified 19 of the 45 conpanies owning potentially
affected facilities as small businesses. Eight of these
45 conpani es manuf acture beet sugar (which wll not be
subject to the final NESHAP), three of which are snal
firms. Further, an additional 3 of the 19 small
conpanies will not be subject to the final NESHAP because
t hey do not manufacture linme in a kiln (e.g., they are
only depot or hydration facilities), and/or we do not
expect themto be mpjor sources. It is, therefore,

expected that 13 small businesses will be subject to the
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final NESHAP. Although small businesses represent 40
percent of the conpanies within the source category, they
are expected to incur 30 percent of the total industry
annual conpliance costs of $18.0 mllion.

The econonic inpact analysis we prepared for the
final NESHAP includes an estimate of the changes in
product price and production quantities for the firns
that the final NESHAP would affect. The analysis shows
that of the facilities owned by potentially affected
smal |l firms, two may shut down rather than incur the cost
of conpliance with the final rule. Because of the nature
of their production processes and existing controls, we
expect these two firms will incur significantly higher
conpliance costs than the other small firns.

Al t hough any facility closure is cause for concern,
it should be noted that in general, the burden on nost
smal |l firms is | ow when conpared to that of large firms.
The average annual conpliance costs for all small firnms
is $358, 000, conpared to $592, 000 per year for |arge
firms. If the two small firnms expected to incur
significantly higher control costs are excluded, the
average annual conpliance cost for the remaining firns

will be $205,000, which is much | ess than the average



110
control costs for large firnmns.

The EPA's efforts to mnimze small business inpacts
have materially inproved today’ s final rule. Economc
anal ysis of provisions under earlier consideration prior
to the rule s proposal indicated greater inpacts on snal
busi nesses than those in today’s final rule. For the
smal | conpani es expected to incur conpliance costs, the
average total annual conpliance cost would have been
roughly $567, 000 per small conpany (conpared with
$358,000 in today's final rule). About 85 percent (11
firms) of those small busi nesses expected to incur
conpliance costs woul d have experienced an inpact greater
than 1 percent of sales (conmpared with 69 percent of
those small businesses in today’'s final rule). And, 77
percent (10 firms) of those small businesses expected to
i ncur conpliance costs would have experienced inpacts
greater than 3 percent of sales (conpared with 31 percent
of those small businesses in today’'s final rule).

Before concluding that the Agency could properly
certify today's final rule under the ternms of the RFA,
EPA conducted outreach to small entities and convened a
Panel as required by section 609(b) of the RFA to obtain

t he advice and recommendati ons fromrepresentatives of
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the small entities that potentially would be subject to
t he proposed rule requirenents. The Panel convened on
January 22, 2002, and was conprised of representatives
from OVB, the SBA O fice of Advocacy, the EPA Smal

Busi ness Advocacy Chair, and the Em ssion Standards

Di vision of the Ofice of Air Quality Planning and

St andards of EPA. The Panel solicited advice from ei ght
smal | entity representatives (SER), including the

Nati onal Linme Association (NLA) and nmenber conpani es and
non- menber conpani es of the NLA. On January 30, 2002,

t he Panel distributed a package of descriptive and
technical materials explaining the rule-in-progress to
the SER. On February 19, 2002, the Panel net with the
SER to hear their comments on prelimnary options for
regulatory flexibility and related information. The
Panel also received witten coments fromthe SER in
response to both the outreach materials and the

di scussi ons at the neeting.

Consi stent with RFA/ SBREFA requirenents, the Pane
eval uated the assenbled materials and small-entity
comrents on issues related to the elenents of the initial
RFA. A copy of the Panel report is included in the

docket for the final rule.
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The Panel considered numerous regulatory flexibility

options in response to concerns raised by the SER  The

maj or

concerns included the affordability and technical

feasibility of add-on controls.

These are the Panel recommendati ons and EPA’ s

responses:

C

Recommend that the proposed rule should not include
the HCl work practice standard, invoking section
112(d) (4) of CAA

Response: The proposed rule did not include an

em ssion standard for HCl. The final rule also
contai ns no em ssion standard for HCl .

Recommend that in the proposed rule, the MPOin the
quarry should not be considered as em ssion units
under the definition of affected source.

Response: The MPO in the quarry were excluded from
the definition of affected source in the proposed
rule. They are also excluded in the final rule.
Recommend that the proposed rule allow for the
“bubbling” of PMem ssions fromall of the |line

kil ns and coolers at a |ime plant, such that the sum
of all kilns' and coolers’ PMemssions at a |line

pl ant woul d be subject to the PMenm ssion limt,
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rat her than each individual kiln and cool er.
Response: The proposed rule defined the affected
source as including all kilns and cool ers (anmong
other listed em ssion units) at the line

manuf acturing plant. This would allow the source to
average em ssions fromthe kilns and coolers for
conpliance determnation. In the final rule we have
retai ned averagi ng provisions with the foll ow ng
nodi fications. New kilns and existing kilns nmay be
averaged together, new kilns nust individually neet
the 0.10 I b/tsf PMem ssion limt, and existing

kil ns subject to the 0.60 Ib/tsf PMemssion [imt
may not be included in any averagi ng scheme. Due to
ot her changes in the rule, the changes in the
averagi ng provi sions do not increase the stringency
of the final rule conpared to the proposed rule.
Recommend that we request comment on establishing a
subcategory for existing kilns that currently have
wet scrubbers for PM control because of the
potential increase in SO, and HCl em ssions that may
result in conplying with the PM standard in the
proposed rul e.

Response: W requested comment on this issue in the
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proposed rule. Based on the comrents received, we
determ ned that a separate subcategory for scrubber
equi pped kil ns was not appropriate. However, we
have included in the final rule separate standards
for kilns with dry PM em ssions control systens, and
wet scrubbers. This change addresses the underlying
concern of the original comrent.

C Recommend that we undertake an analysis of the costs
and em ssions inpacts of replacing scrubbers with
dry APCD and present the results of that analysis in
t he preanbl e; and that we request comment on any
operational, process, product, or other technical
and/ or spatial constraints that woul d preclude
installation of a dry APCD.

Response: W requested comment on these issues in
t he proposed rule and presented said analysis. W
responded to all coments on these issues in the
final rule.

C Recommend that the proposed rule allow a source to
use the ASTM HCI manual nethod for the nmeasurenent
of HCl for area source determ nations.

Response: The proposed rule included this

pr ovi si on. This provision has been retained in the
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final rule.

C Recommend that we clarify in the preanble to the
proposed rule that we are not specifically requiring
sources to test for all HAP to make a determ nation
of whether the lime plant is a major or area source,
and that we solicit public comment on rel ated
i ssues.

Response: The preanble of the proposed rule
contained this language. 1In the final rule, we do
not specify that testing for all HAP is required.
However, we do not specifically say it is

precl uded because these determ nati ons are
better nmade on a case-by-case basis by the
permtting authority.

C Recommend that we solicit conmment on providing the
option of using COMS in place of BLDS; recomrend
that we solicit comment on vari ous approaches to
usi ng COMS; and recomrend soliciting conment on what
an appropriate opacity limt would be.

Response: The preanble of the proposed rule
solicited coment on these issues.

C Recommend t hat EPA take comment on other nonitoring

opti ons or approaches, including the foll ow ng:
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usi ng | onger averaging tinme periods (or greater
frequenci es of occurrence) for denonstrating
conpliance with paranmeter limts; denonstrating
conpliance with operating paraneter limts using a
two-tier approach; and the suitability of other PM
control device operating paraneters that can be
nonitored to denonstrate conpliance with the PM
emssion limts, inlieu of or in addition to the
paranmeters currently required in the draft rule.
Response: The preanble of the proposed rule
solicited coment on these issues.
Recommend that the incorporation by reference of
Chapters 3 and 5 of the American Conference of
Governnental | ndustrial Hygienists (ACGE H)
I ndustrial Ventilation manual be renoved fromthe
proposed rul e.
Response: The proposed rule did not include this
requirenment. This requirenment is also not present
in today’ s final rule.
Recommend t hat EPA reeval uate the assunptions used
in modeling the econom c inpacts of the standards
and conduct a sensitivity analysis using different

price and supply elasticities reflective of the
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industry’s clainms that there is little ability to

pass on control costs to their custonmers, and there

is considerable opportunity for product substitution
in a nunber of the linme industry’ s markets.

Response: The EI A does include the aforenentioned

consi derations and anal yses at proposal. In

addi ti on, we have perforned additional econom c

sensitivity analyses for the final rule.

In summary, to better understand the inplications of
the proposed rule fromthe industries’ perspective, we
engaged with the |inme manufacturing conpanies in an
exchange of information, including small entities, during
the overall rule developnent. Prior to convening the
Panel , we had worked aggressively to mnimze the inpact
of the proposed rule on small entities, consistent with
our obligations under the CAA. These efforts are
summari zed bel ow.

. Li me manufacturing operations at beet sugar plants,
of which three are small businesses, will not be

af fected sources.

. Li me manufacturing plants that produce hydrated |inme
only will not be affected sources as well.

. We proposed PM enmi ssion limts which allow the
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af fected source, including small entities,
flexibility in choosing how they will neet the
emssion limt. And in general, the em ssion
[imtations selected are all based on the MACT
fl oor, as opposed to nore costly beyond-the- MACT-
floor options that we considered. An emssion |imt
for mercury was rejected since it would have been
based on a beyond-the- MACT-fl oor control option.

. We proposed that conpliance denonstrations for PSH
operations be conducted nonthly rather than on a
daily basis. This reduced the amunt of records
needed to denonstrate conpliance with the rule when
i npl emented. Furthernmore, we proposed the m ni mum
performance testing frequency (every 5 years),
nmoni tori ng, recordkeeping, and reporting
requi renments specified in the General Provisions (40
CFR part 63, subpart A).

. Finally, many |inme manufacturing plants owned by
smal | businesses will not be subject to the proposed
st andards because they are area sources.

We received several comments on the economc
analysis for the proposed rule. The majority of these

comments related to the analysis in general, rather than



the initial regulatory flexibility analysis. Two
comments that specifically addressed small business
concerns foll ow

Comment:  One commenter clainmed that EPA did not
performa sufficient sensitivity analysis of different
price and supply elasticities in the EIA as recomended
in the Panel’s final report.

Response: W estimted the market supply and demand
elasticities for lime. The values fromthe preferred
nodel for 1997 are very close to the primary elasticities
used in the main text of the EIA for the proposed rule
and are well within the range of elasticities used in the
sensitivity analysis in Appendix B of the EIA for the
proposed rule. In addition to the preferred nodel,
nunmerous alternative nodels were estimted. As with any
nodel i ng exercise, there were sonme differences in results
across different nodel specifications. However, the
results were generally simlar across specifications and
there were no cases in which the estimted supply or
demand el asticity fell outside the ranges currently used
in the Appendix B sensitivity analysis included in the
EIA. Thus, the current analysis adequately responds to
SBREFA panel recommendations that a reasonable

sensitivity analysis be enployed and the enpirical
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evi dence is supportive of the current scenario presented
in the main text.

Comrent: One commenter clained that although EPA
has indicated its rule will have larger inpacts on small
busi nesses than | arge ones, the disparity is even greater
t han EPA estimates. The reductions in pre-tax earnings
presented in the EIA understate | osses for small firnms
because the costs of inplenentation will be higher than
EPA estimates and the price of line will not increase.
They also state that even if only 2 to 3 of the 14 small
lime firms close, that would still be closure of 14
percent to 21 percent of the small lime firnms in the
donestic industry. This seens to be such a significant
econom c inpact that it should encourage the EPA to
seriously consider additional ways to mnim ze the inpact
on smal |l businesses.

Response: It is unclear what the basis for the
first part of this comment is (it seens the sane clains
they are making for small firms would also apply to | arge
firms). As far as the second part, to the extent that
actual costs differ from EPA estimates, it is possible
t hat the actual | osses experienced by firms will be

hi gher or | ower than presented in the EIA. However, the
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costs of inplenmentation currently used for analysis
reflect EPA's best estimate of actual costs. The
assertion that lime prices cannot increase in response to
an increase in production costs is not credible.

We al so disagree that the nunber of small firnms at
risk of closure, 2 to 3, can be considered a significant
nunmber in the context of SBREFA. In any case, EPA has
seriously considered ways to mnim ze the inpact on small
busi nesses based on comments fromindustry and has
substantially reduced the costs of the rule relative to
the draft of the rule we were considering prior to the
smal | busi ness advocacy review panel. As previously
di scussed, EPA, along with the SBA and the OVB, convened
a panel under the authority of SBREFA to talk with small
busi ness representatives on howto mtigate potenti al
i npacts to small businesses associated with the |inme
manuf acturi ng NESHAP. This panel yielded a report that
i ncl uded many recommendati ons on how potential inpacts to
smal | busi nesses fromthe proposal could be mtigated.
Al'l of these recomendations are reflected in the final
rul e.

D. Unf unded Mandat es Ref or m Act

Title I'l of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
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(UVRA), Public Law 104-4, establishes requirenents for
Federal agencies to assess the effects of their

regul atory actions on State, |ocal, and tribal
governnents and the private sector. Under section 202 of
the UVRA, we generally would be required to prepare a
witten statenment, including a cost-benefit analysis, for
proposed and final rules with “Federal nandates” that may
result in expenditures by State, local, and tri bal
governnments, in aggregate, or by the private sector, of
$100 million or more in any 1 year. Before promul gating
an EPA rule for which a witten statenent is needed,
section 205 of the UVRA generally requires us to identify
and consi der a reasonabl e nunber of regulatory
alternatives and adopt the | east-costly, npst
cost-effective, or |east-burdensone alternative that

achi eves the objectives of the rule. The provisions of
section 205 do not apply when they are inconsistent with
applicable |l aw. Moreover, section 205 allows us to adopt
an alternative other than the | east-costly, nost
cost-effective, or |east-burdensome alternative if the
Adm ni strator publishes with the final rule an

expl anation why that alternative was not adopted. Before

we establish any regul atory requirenments that may
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significantly or uniquely affect small|l governnents,
including tribal governnents, we would be required to
have devel oped under section 203 of the UVRA a snall
governnment agency plan. The plan will be required to
provide for notifying potentially affected small
governnments, enabling officials of affected snal
governnments to have meaningful and tinely input in the
devel opnent of our regulatory proposals with significant
Federal intergovernnmental mandates, and inform ng,
educating, and advising small governnents on conpliance
with the regulatory requirenents.

We have determ ned that the final rule does not
contain a Federal mandate that may result in expenditures
of $100 mlIlion or nore by State, |ocal, and tri bal
governnments, in the aggregate, or the private sector in
any 1 year. The total cost to the private sector is
approximately $22.4 mllion per year. The final rule
contains no mandates affecting State, local, or tribal
governments. Thus, today's final rule is not subject to
the requirenments of sections 202 and 205 of the UMRA.

We have determ ned that the final rule contains no
regul atory requirenents that mght significantly or

uni quely affect small governnments because it contains no
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requi renents that apply to such governnments or inpose
obl i gati ons upon them

E. Executive Order 13132, Federalism

Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10, 1999)
requires us to devel op an accountabl e process to ensure
“meani ngful and tinely input by State and local officials
in the devel opnment of regulatory policies that have
federalisminplications.” “Policies that have federalism
inmplications” is defined in the Executive Order to
i nclude regul ati ons that have “substantial direct effects
on the States, on the relationship between the national
governnment and the States, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities anong the various |evels of
gover nnent .”

Under Section 6 of Executive Order 13132, we may not
i ssue a regulation that has federalisminplications, that
i nposes substantial direct conpliance costs, and that is
not required by statute, unless the Federal governnent
provi des the funds necessary to pay the direct conpliance
costs incurred by State and | ocal governnments, or we
consult with State and | ocal officials early in the
process of devel opi ng the proposed regulation. W also

may not issue a regulation that has federalism
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inplications and that preenpts State | aw unless the
Agency consults with State and | ocal officials early in
the process of devel oping the proposed regul ati on.

If we conmply by consulting, Executive Order 13132
requires us to provide to OMB, in a separately identified
section of the preanble to the rule, a federalism sunmary
i npact statenent (FSIS). The FSIS would be required to
include a description of the extent of our prior
consultation with State and | ocal officials, a summary of
the nature of their concerns and the agency’s position
supporting the need to issue the regulation, and a
statenment of the extent to which the concerns of State
and | ocal officials have been met. Also, when we
transmt a draft final NESHAP with federalism
inmplications to OVB for review pursuant to Executive
Order 12866, we would be required to include a
certification fromthe Agency’ s Federalism Offici al
stating that we have nmet the requirenents of Executive
Order 13132 in a neaningful and tinmely manner.

The final rule does not have federalism
implications. It will not have substantial direct
effects on the States, on the relationship between the

nati onal governnment and the States, or on the
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di stribution of power and responsibilities anong the
various |l evels of government, as specified in Executive
Order 13132. The final rule will not inpose directly
enf orceabl e requirenents on States, nor will it preenpt
them from adopting their own nore stringent prograns to
control em ssions fromlime manufacturing facilities.

Mor eover, States are not required under the CAA to take
del egati on of Federal NESHAP and bear their

i npl ement ati on costs, although States are encouraged and
often choose to do so. Thus, Executive Order 13132 does
not apply to the final rule.

F. Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordi nation

with I ndian Tribal Governnents

Executive Order 13175 (65 FR 67249, Novenber 9,
2000) requires EPA to devel op an accountabl e process to
ensure “nmeani ngful and tinely input by tribal officials
in the devel opnment of regulatory policies that have
tribal inplications.” The final rule does not have
tribal inplications, as specified in Executive Order
13175. There are no |ime manufacturing plants | ocated on
tribal land. Thus, Executive Order 13175 does not apply
to the final rule

G. Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from
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Environnental Health Risks and Safety Ri sks

Executive Order 13045 (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997)
applies to any rule that: (1) is determned to be
“economi cally significant” as defined under Executive
Order 12866, and (2) concerns an environnmental health or
safety risk that we have reason to believe my have a
di sproportionate effect on children. |If the regulatory
action neets both criteria, we would be required to
eval uate the environmental health or safety effects of
the planned rule on children, and explain why the planned
regul ation is preferable to other potentially effective
and reasonably feasible alternatives consi dered by us.

We interpret Executive Order 13045 as applying only
to those regulatory actions that are based on health or
safety risks, such that the analysis required under
section 5-501 of the Executive Order has the potential to
i nfluence the regulation. The final rule is not subject
to Executive Order 13045 because it is based on
t echnol ogy performance and not on health or safety risks.

H. Executive Order 13211, Actions Concerni ng Requl ati ons

that Significantly Affect Energy Supply, Distribution or

Use

The final rule is not a “significant energy action”
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as defined in Executive Order 13211 (66 FR 28355, May 22,

2001) because it is not likely to have a significant
adverse effect on the supply, distribution, or use of
energy. Although conmpliance with the final rule could
possibly lead to increased electricity consunption as
sources may replace existing wet scrubbers with venturi
wet scrubbers that require nore electricity, the final
rule will not require that venturi scrubbers be
installed, and in fact, there are some alternatives that
may decrease electrical demand. Further, the final rule
wi Il have no effect on the supply or distribution of
energy. Although we considered certain fuels as
potential bases for MACT, none of our MACT determ nations
are based on fuels. Finally, we acknow edge that an
interpretation limting fuel use to the top 6 percent of
‘clean HAP' fuels (if they existed) could potentially
have adverse inplications on energy supply.

| . Nat i onal Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act

Section 12(d) of the National Technol ogy Transfer
and Advancenment Act (NTTAA) of 1995 (Public Law No. 104-
113; 15 U.S.C. 272 note) directs the EPA to use voluntary
consensus standards in their regulatory and procurenent

activities unless to do so would be inconsistent with
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applicable I aw or otherwi se inpractical. Voluntary
consensus standards are technical standards (e.g.,
materials specifications, test nethods, sanpling
procedures, business practices) devel oped or adopted by
one or nore voluntary consensus bodies. The NTTAA
directs EPA to provide Congress, through annual reports
to the OVMB, with expl anati ons when an agency does not use
avai |l abl e and applicabl e voluntary consensus standards.

The final rule involves technical standards. The
EPA cites the following standards in the final rule: EPA
Met hods 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, 2G 3, 3A, 3B, 4, 5,
5D, 9, 17, 18, 22, 320, 321. Consistent with the NTTAA,
EPA conducted searches to identify voluntary consensus
standards in addition to these EPA nethods. No
appl i cabl e voluntary consensus standards were identified
for EPA Methods 1A, 2A, 2D, 2F, 2G 5D, 9, 22, and 321.
The search and review results have been docunented and
are placed in the docket (OAR-2002-0052) for the final
rule.

The three voluntary consensus standards descri bed
bel ow were identified as acceptable alternatives to EPA
test methods for the purposes of the final rule.

The voluntary consensus standard ASME PTC 19-10-
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1981-Part 10, “Flue and Exhaust Gas Analyses,” is cited

in the final rule for its manual nethod for measuring the
oxygen, carbon di oxide, and carbon nonoxi de content of
exhaust gas. This part of ASME PTC 19-10-1981-Part 10 is
an acceptable alternative to Method 3B

The voluntary consensus standard ASTM D6420- 99,
"Standard Test Method for Determ nation of Gaseous
Organi ¢ Conmpounds by Direct Interface Gas Chronmat ography-
Mass Spectronetry (GC/MS),” is appropriate in the cases
descri bed below for inclusion in the final rule in
addition to EPA Method 18 codified at 40 CFR part 60,
appendi x A, for the measurenment of organic HAP fromlinme
kil ns.

Simlar to EPA’s performance-based Method 18, ASTM
D6420-99 is also a performance-based nmethod for
measur enent of gaseous organi ¢ conpounds. However, ASTM
D6420-99 was witten to support the specific use of
hi ghly portable and automated GC/MS. While offering
advant ages over the traditional Method 18, the ASTM
met hod does allow sonme | ess stringent criteria for
accepting GC/MS results than required by Method 18.
Therefore, ASTM D6420-99 is a suitable alternative to

Met hod 18 only where the target conpound(s) are those
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listed in Section 1.1 of ASTM D6420-99, and the target

concentration is between 150 parts per billion by vol unme
and 100 parts per mllion by vol une.
For target conpound(s) not listed in Section 1.1 of

ASTM D6420-99, but potentially detected by nmass
spectronetry, the final rule specifies that the
addi ti onal system continuing calibration check after each
run, as detailed in Section 10.5.3 of the ASTM net hod,
nmust be followed, nmet, docunented, and submtted with the
data report even if there is no noisture condenser used
or the compound is not considered water soluble. For
target conpound(s) not listed in Section 1.1 of ASTM
D6420-99, and not anenable to detection by nass
spectronetry, ASTM D6420-99 does not apply.

As a result, EPAwill cite ASTM D6420-99 in the
final rule. The EPA wll also cite Method 18 as a GC
option in addition to ASTM D6420-99. This will allow the
continued use of GC configurations other than GC/ M.

The voluntary consensus standard ASTM D6735- 01,
“Standard Test Method for Measurenment of Gaseous
Chl ori des and Fluorides from M neral Cal cining Exhaust
Sour ces—npi nger Method,” is an acceptable alternative to

EPA Met hod 320 for the purposes of the final rule
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provi ded that the additional requirements described in
Section 63.7142 of the final rule are also addressed in
t he met hodol ogy.

In addition to the voluntary consensus standards EPA
uses in the final rule, the search for em ssions
measur enent procedures identified 15 other voluntary
consensus standards. The EPA determ ned that 12 of these
15 standards identified for neasuring em ssions of the
HAP or surrogates subject to em ssion standards in the
final rule were inpractical alternatives to EPA test
met hods for the purposes of this rule. Therefore, EPA
does not intend to adopt these standards for this
pur pose. The reasons for this determ nation can be found
in the docket for the final rule.

Three of the 15 voluntary consensus standards
identified in this search were not available at the tine
the review was conducted for the purposes of the final
rul e because they are under devel opnent by a voluntary
consensus body: ASME/BSR MFC 13M “Fl ow Measurenment by
Vel ocity Traverse,” for EPA Method 2 (and possibly 1);
ASME/ BSR MFC 12M  “Flow in Cl osed Conduits Using
Mul ti port Averaging Pitot Primary Flowneters,” for EPA

Met hod 2; and ASTM D6348-98, “Determ nation of Gaseous
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Compounds by Extractive Direct Interface Fourier
Transform (FTIR) Spectroscopy,” for EPA Method 320.

The standard ASTM D6348-98, “Determ nation of
Gaseous Conmpounds by Extractive Direct Interface Fourier
Transform (FTIR) Spectroscopy” has been reviewed by the
EPA and comments were sent to ASTM Currently, the ASTM
Subcomm ttee D22-03 is undertaking a revision of ASTM
D6348-98. Upon successful ASTM bal |l oti ng and
denonstration of technical equivalency with the EPA FTIR
met hods, the revised ASTM standard coul d be incorporated
by reference for EPA regul atory applicability.

Section 63.7112 and Table 4 to subpart AAAAA of 40
CFR part 63 list the EPA testing methods included in the
final rule. Under 8863.7(f) and 63.8(f) of subpart A of
t he General Provisions, a source may apply to EPA for
perm ssion to use alternative test nethods or alternative
nonitoring requirenents in place of any of the EPA
testing net hods, performance specifications, or
procedures.

J. Congr essi onal Revi ew Act

The Congressional Review Act, 5 U S.C. 8801 et seq.
as added by the SBREFA, generally provides that before a

rule may take effect, the agency pronulgating the rule
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must submt a rule report, which includes a copy of the
rule, to each House of the Congress and to the
Comptrol l er General of the United States. The EPA wi ||
submt a report containing

the final rule and other required information to the U S
Senate, the U. S. House of Representatives, and the
Conptrol l er General of the United States prior to

publication of the final rule in the Federal Register. A

maj or rule cannot take effect until 60 days after it is

published in the Federal Register. This action is not a

“major rule” as defined by 5 U S.C. 8804(2). The final

rule will be effective on [INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF

THIS FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REQ STER].

Li st of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63

Adm nistrative practice and procedure, Air pollution
control, Environnmental protection, Hazardous substances,
| nt ergovernment al rel ations,

Reporti ng and recordkeepi ng requirenents.

Dat ed: August 25, 2003.
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Mari anne Lanpbnt Hori nko
Acting Adm nistrator
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For the reasons stated in the preanble, title 40, chapter
|, part 63 of the Code of the Federal Regulations is to
be amended as foll ows:
PART 63- - [ AVENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 63 continues to
read as foll ows:

Authority: 42 U. S.C. 7401, et seq.

2. Part 63 is anended by addi ng subpart AAAAA to
read as follows:
Subpart AAAAA--National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants for Linme Manufacturing Plants
Sec.
What Thi s Subpart Covers
63. 7080 VWhat is the purpose of this subpart?
63. 7081 Am | subject to this subpart?
63. 7082 What parts of ny plant does this subpart cover?
63. 7083 \When do | have to conply with this subpart?
Em ssion Limtations
63. 7090 What em ssion limtations nust | meet?
CGeneral Conpliance Requirenents
63. 7100 What are ny general requirenents for
conpl yi ng

with this subpart?

Testing and Initial Conpliance Requirenents
63. 7110 By what date nust | conduct performance tests

and other initial conpliance denonstrations?
63. 7111 \When nust | conduct subsequent perfornmance



63. 7112

63. 7113

63. 7114
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tests?

What performance tests, design evaluations, and
ot her procedures nust | use?

What are ny nonitoring installation, operation,

and mai nt enance requirenments?
How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with the
em ssion limtations standard?

Cont i nuous Conpliance Requirenents

63. 7120

63. 7121

Notifications,

63. 7130
63. 7131
63. 7132
63. 7133
Ot her
63. 7140

63. 7141
63. 7142

63. 7143

How do | nonitor and collect data to denpnstrate
conti nuous conpliance?

How do | denonstrate continuous conpliance with
the em ssion limtations standard?

Reports, and Records

What notifications nust | submt and when?
What reports nmust | submt and when?
What records nust | keep?

In what form and for
records?

how | ong nmust | keep ny

Requi renents and I nformation

Vhat
me?
VWho i npl enents and enforces this subpart?
VWhat are the requirenents for claimng area
source status?

VWhat definitions apply to this subpart?

parts of the General Provisions apply to

Tabl es to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63

Table 1 to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63 - Emi ssion Limts

Table 2 to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63 - Operating Limts

Table 3 to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63 - Initial Conpliance
with Em ssion Limts

Table 4 to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63 - Requirenments for
Perf ormance Tests

Table 5 to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63 - Conti nuous

Conpliance with Operating Limts

Table 6 to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63 -

for Conpliance with Opacity and Visible Em ssions

Peri odic Monitoring

Limts

Table 7 to Subpart AAAAA of Part

63 - Requirenents for
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Reports
Table 8 to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63 - Applicability of

CGeneral Provisions to Subpart AAAAA

What Thi s Subpart Covers

863. 7080 What is the purpose of this subpart?

Thi s subpart establishes national em ssion standards
for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for |ine
manuf acturing plants. This subpart also establishes
requi renents to denonstrate initial and continuous
conpliance with the em ssion l[imtations.

863.7081 Am | subject to this subpart?

(a) You are subject to this subpart if you own or
operate a |inme manufacturing plant (LMP) that is a major
source, or that is located at, or is part of, a mjor
source of hazardous air pollutant (HAP) em ssions, unless
the LMP is |ocated at a kraft pulp mll, soda pulp mll,
sulfite pulp mll, beet sugar manufacturing plant, or
only processes sludge containing calcium carbonate from
wat er softening processes.

(1) An LMP is an establishnment engaged in the
manuf acture of |inme product (calcium oxide, calciumoxide with
magnesi um oxi de, or dead burned dolomte) by calcination of
i mestone, dolomte, shells or other cal careous substances.

(2) A mpjor source of HAP is a plant site that
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emts or has the potential to emt any single HAP at a
rate of 9.07 negagrans (10 tons) or nore per year or any
conbi nati on of HAP at a rate of 22.68 negagrans (25 tons)
or nore per year fromall em ssion sources at the plant
site.

(b) [Reserved]

863. 7082 \What parts of ny plant does this subpart cover?

(a) This subpart applies to each existing or new
lime kiln(s) and their associated cooler(s), and
processed stone handling (PSH) operations systems)
| ocated at an LMP that is a major source.

(b) Anewlime kilnis alinme kiln, and (if
applicable) its associated |linme cooler, for which
construction or reconstruction began after Decenber 20,
2002, if you nmet the applicability criteria in 863.7081
at the time you began construction or reconstruction.

(c) A new PSH operations systemis the equi pment in
par agraph (g) of this section, for which construction or
reconstruction began after Decenmber 20, 2002, if you net
the applicability criteria in 863.7081 at the tine you
began construction or reconstruction.

(d) Alinme kiln or PSH operations systemis

reconstructed if it meets the criteria for reconstruction
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defined in 863. 2.

(e) An existing lime kilnis any lime kiln, and (if
applicable) its associated |inme cooler, that does not
neet the definition of a new kiln of paragraph (b) of
this section.

(f) An existing PSH operations systemis any PHS
operations system that does not neet the definition of a
new PSH operations systemin paragraph (c) of this
section.

(g) A PSH operations systemincludes all equi pnment
associated with PSH operations beginning at the processed
stone storage bin(s) or open storage pile(s) and ending
where the processed stone is fed into the kiln. It
i ncl udes man- made processed stone storage bins (but not
open processed stone storage piles), conveying system
transfer points, bulk |oading or unloading systens,
screeni ng operations, surge bins, bucket elevators, and
belt conveyors. No other materials processing operations
are subject to this subpart.

(h)  Nui sance dust collectors on linme coolers are
part of the |lime materials processing operations and are
not covered by this subpart.

(i) VLime hydrators are not subject to this subpart.
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(j) Open material storage piles are not subject to
this subpart.

863. 7083 When do | have to conmply with this subpart?

(a) If you have a new affected source, you nust
conply with this subpart according to paragraphs (a)(1)
t hrough (3) of this section.

(1) If you start up your affected source before
[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI' S FI NAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER], you nust conply with the em ssion
[imtations no later than [I NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF
THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER], and you mnust
have conpleted all applicable performance tests no | ater
t han [ NSERT DATE 180 DAYS FROM THE PUBLI CATION OF THI S
FI NAL RULE | N THE FEDERAL REG STER] .

(2) If you start up your affected source after
[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THIS FINAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER] , then you must conply with the
em ssion limtations for new affected sources upon
startup of your affected source and you nust have
conpleted all applicable performance tests no |ater than
180 days after startup.

(b) If you have an existing affected source, you

must conply with the applicable enm ssion |imtations for
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the existing affected source, and you nust have conpl eted
all applicable performance tests no |ater than [| NSERT
DATE 3 YEARS FROM THE PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N
THE FEDERAL REG STER] .

(c) If you have an LMP that is an area source that
increases its emssions or its potential to emt such
that it becomes a mmj or source of HAP, the deadlines
specified in paragraphs (c)(1) and (2) of this section
apply.

(1) New affected sources at your LMP you nust be in
conpliance with this subpart upon startup.

(2) Existing affected sources at your LMP nust be
in conpliance with this subpart within 3 years after your
source beconmes a mmj or source of HAP.

(d) You nust nmeet the notification requirenments in
863. 7130 according to the schedule in 863.7130 and in
subpart A of this part. Some of the notifications nust
be subm tted before you are required to conply with the
em ssion limtations in this subpart.

Em ssion Limtations

863. 7090 What emi ssion limtations nust | neet?

(a) You nust neet each emssion limt in Table 1 to

this subpart that applies to you.
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(b) You nust neet each operating limt in Table 2
to this subpart that applies to you.
General Conpliance Requirenents

863. 7100 What are nv general requirenents for conplyving

with this subpart?

(a) After your initial conpliance date, you nust be
in conpliance with the em ssion limtations (including
operating limts) in this subpart at all tinmes, except
during periods of startup, shutdown, and mal functi on.

(b) You nust be in conpliance with the opacity and
visible emssion (VE) |imts in this subpart during the
times specified in 863.6(h)(1).

(c) You nust always operate and nmmintain your
af fected source, including air pollution control and
noni tori ng equi pnment, according to the provisions in
863.6(e)(1)(i).

(d) You nust prepare and inplenent for each LMP, a
written operations, nmintenance, and nonitoring (OVKM
pl an. You nust submt the plan to the applicable
permtting authority for review and approval as part of
the application for a 40 CFR part 70 or 40 CFR part 71
permt. Any subsequent changes to the plan nust be

submtted to the applicable permtting authority for
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revi ew and approval. Pending approval by the applicable
permtting authority of an initial or anended plan, you
must conply with the provisions of the submtted plan.
Each plan nust contain the follow ng information:

(1) Process and control device parameters to be
nmonitored to determ ne conpliance, along with established
operating limts or ranges, as applicable, for each
em ssion unit.

(2) A nonitoring schedule for each em ssion unit.

(3) Procedures for the proper operation and
mai nt enance of each em ssion unit and each air pollution
control device used to neet the applicable em ssion
[imtations and operating limts in Tables 1 and 2 to
this subpart, respectively.

(4) Procedures for the proper installation,
operation, and mai ntenance of nonitoring devices or
systens used to determ ne conpliance, including:

(i) Calibration and certification of accuracy of
each nonitoring device;

(ii) Performance and equi pnment specifications for
the sanple interface, paranetric signal analyzer, and the
data coll ection and reduction systens;

(iii) Ongoing operation and mai nt enance procedures
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in accordance with the general requirenments of
863.8(c)(1), (3), and (4)(ii); and

(iv) Ongoing data quality assurance procedures in
accordance with the general requirenents of 863.8(d).

(5) Procedures for nmonitoring process and control
devi ce paraneters.

(6) Corrective actions to be taken when process or
operating paraneters or add-on control device paraneters
deviate fromthe operating limts specified in Table 2 to
this subpart, including:

(i) Procedures to determ ne and record the cause of
a deviation or excursion, and the tinme the deviation or
excur si on began and ended; and

(ii) Procedures for recording the corrective action
taken, the tinme corrective action was initiated, and the
time and date the corrective action was conpl et ed.

(7) A maintenance schedule for each em ssion unit
and control device that is consistent with the
manuf acturer's instructions and recommendati ons for
routine and | ong-term nmai nt enance.

(e) You nust develop and inplement a witten
startup, shutdown, and mal function plan (SSMP) accordi ng

to the provisions in 863.6(e)(3).
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Testing and Initial Conpliance Requirenents

863. 7110 By what date nmust | conduct perfornance tests

and other initial conpliance denpnstrations?

(a) If you have an existing affected source, you
must conplete all applicable performance tests within
[ | NSERT DATE 3 YEARS FROM THE DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S
FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER], according to the
provisions in 8863.7(a)(2) and 63.7114.

(b) If you have a new affected source, and
commenced construction or reconstruction between Decenber
20, 2002, and [I NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S FI NAL
RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER], you nust denonstrate
initial conpliance with either the proposed em ssion
limtation or the promul gated em ssion l[imtation no
| ater than 180 cal endar days after [|INSERT DATE OF
PUBLI CATI ON OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER]
or within 180 cal endar days after startup of the source,
whi chever is later, according to 8863.7(a)(2)(ix) and
63. 7114.

(c) If you comrenced construction or reconstruction
bet ween Decenber 20, 2002, and [|I NSERT DATE OF
PUBLI CATION OF THIS FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER],

and you chose to conply with the proposed em ssion



147

[imtation when denonstrating initial conpliance, you
must conduct a denonstration of conpliance with the
promul gated em ssion limtation within [INSERT DATE 3
YEARS FROM THE DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N
THE FEDERAL REG STER] or after startup of the source,

whi chever is later, according to 8863.7(a)(2)(ix) and
63. 7114.

(d) For each initial conpliance requirenment in
Table 3 to this subpart that applies to you where the
noni toring averaging period is 3 hours, the 3-hour period
for denonstrating continuous conpliance for em ssion
units within existing affected sources at LMP begins at
12:01 a.m on the conpliance date for existing affected
sources, that is, the day follow ng conpletion of the
initial conpliance denpbnstration, and ends at 3:01 a. m
on the sane day.

(e) For each initial conpliance requirenment in
Table 3 to this subpart that applies to you where the
noni tori ng averaging period is 3 hours, the 3-hour period
for denonstrating continuous conpliance for em ssion
units within new or reconstructed affected sources at LM
begins at 12:01 a.m on the day follow ng conpl etion of

the initial conpliance denonstration, as required in
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par agraphs (b) and (c) of this section, and ends at 3:01
a.m on the sane day.

863. 7111 When nust | conduct subsequent perfornmance

tests?

You must conduct a performance test within 5 years
following the initial performance test and within 5 years
foll owi ng each subsequent performance test thereafter.

863. 7112 \What perfornmance tests, design eval uations, and

ot her procedures nust | use?

(a) You nust conduct each performance test in Table
4 to this subpart that applies to you.

(b) Each performance test nust be conducted
according to the requirenments in 863.7(e)(1) and under
the specific conditions specified in Table 4 to this
Subpart.

(c) You may not conduct performance tests during
peri ods of startup, shutdown, or malfunction, as
specified in 863.7(e)(1).

(d) Except for opacity and VE observations, you
must conduct three separate test runs for each
performance test required in this section, as specified
in 863.7(e)(3). Each test run nust last at |east 1 hour.

(e) The em ssion rate of particulate matter (PM
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fromeach lime kiln (and each linme cooler if there is a
separate exhaust to the atnosphere fromthe |ine cool er)

must be conputed for each run using Equation 1 of this

section:

E = (Cka + CCQC)/ PK (Egq. 1)
VWher e
E = Em ssion rate of PM pounds per ton (lb/ton) of

stone feed.
C. = Concentration of PMin the kiln effluent, grain/dry
standard cubic feet (gr/dscf).
Q = Volunetric flowrate of kiln effluent gas, dry
standard cubic feet per hour (dscf/hr).
Concentration of PMin the cooler effluent,
grain/dscf. This value is zero if there is not a
separate cool er exhaust to the atnosphere.
Vol unetric flow rate of cool er effluent gas,
dscf/hr. This value is zero if there is not a
separate cool er exhaust to the atnosphere.
Stone feed rate, tons per hour (ton/hr).
Conversion factor, 7000 grains per pound
(grains/lb).

O
I

O
I

AT

(f) If you choose to neet a wei ghted average
emssion limt as specified initem4 of Table 1 to this
subpart, you nust cal culate a conmbi ned particul ate
em ssion rate fromall kilns and coolers within your LM

usi ng Equation 2 of this section:

n n
Er=aER/AR (Ea. 2)
i=1 i=1



150
VWher e:

Er = Em ssion rate of PMfromall kilns and cool ers,
| b/ton of stone feed.

EL = Emssion rate of PMfromkiln i, or fromkiln/cooler
conmbi nation i, |Ib/ton of stone feed.

P, = Stone feed rate to kiln i, ton/hr.

n = Nunmber of kilns you wish to include in averaging.

You do not have to include every kiln in this
cal culation, only include kilns you wish to average.
Kilns that have a PMem ssion |imt of 0.60 |Ib/tsf are
ineligible for any averagi ng.

(g) The weighted average PM em ssion limt from al
kil ns and coolers for which you are averagi ng nust be

cal cul ated using Equation 3 of this section:

g 5
Ern=a E;P /a P, (Eq. 3)
j=1 j=1

VWher e:

En= Weighted average PMem ssion limt for all kilns and

cool ers being included in averaging at the LM,
| b/ton of stone feed.

E, = PMemssion limt (0.10 or 0.12) for kiln j, or for
kil n/cooler conmbination j, |Ib/ton of stone feed.

P, = Stone feed rate to kiln j, ton/hr.

m = Nunber of kilns and kil n/cool er conbinations you are

averagi ng at your LMP. You nust include the sane
kilns in the calculation of Erand E; Kilns that
have a PMem ssion limt of 0.60 [b/tsf are

i neligible for any averagi ng.
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(h) Performance test results nmust be docunented in
conplete test reports that contain the information
requi red by paragraphs (h)(1) through (10) of this
section, as well as all other relevant information. The
plan to be followed during testing nust be made avail abl e
to the Adm nistrator at |east 60 days prior to testing.

(1) A brief description of the process and the air
pol l ution control system

(2) Sanpling location description(s);

(3) A description of sanpling and anal yti cal
procedures and any nodifications to standard procedures;

(4) Test results, including opacity;

(5) Quality assurance procedures and results;

(6) Records of operating conditions during the
test, preparation of standards, and calibration
procedur es;

(7) Raw data sheets for field sanpling and field
and | aboratory anal yses;

(8) Docunentation of cal cul ations;

(9) All data recorded and used to establish
operating limts; and

(10) Any other information required by the test

met hod.
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(i) [Reserved]

(j) You nust establish any applicable 3-hour block
average operating limt indicated in Table 2 to this
subpart according to the applicable requirenments in Table
3 to this subpart and paragraphs (j)(1) through (4) of
this section.

(1) Continuously record the parameter during the PM
performance test and include the parameter record(s) in
t he performance test report.

(2) Determ ne the average paraneter value for each
15-m nute period of each test run.

(3) Calculate the test run average for the
paranmeter by taking the average of all the 15-m nute
paramet er values for the run

(4) Calculate the 3-hour operating limt by taking
t he average of the three test run averages.

(k) For each building enclosing any PSH operations
that is subject to a VEIlimt, you nust conduct a VE
check according to item 18 in Table 4 to this subpart,
and in accordance with paragraphs (k) (1) through (3) of
this section.

(1) Conduct visual inspections that consist of a

vi sual survey of the building over the test period to



153

identify if there are VE, other than condensed water
vapor .

(2) Select a position at |east 15 but not nore
1,320 feet fromeach side of the building with the sun or
ot her light source generally at your back.

(3) The observer conducting the VE checks need not
be certified to conduct EPA Method 9 in appendix Ato
part 60 of this chapter, but nust neet the training
requi rements as described in EPA Method 22 in appendix A
to part 60 of this chapter.

(I') When determ ning conpliance with the opacity
standards for fugitive eni ssions from PSH operations in
item7 of Table 1 to this subpart, you nmust conduct EPA
Met hod 9 in appendix A to part 60 of this chapter
according to item 17 in Table 4 to this subpart, and in
accordance with paragraphs (1)(1) through (3) of this
section.

(1) The m ninmum di stance between the observer and
the em ssion source shall be 4.57 meters (15 feet).

(2) The observer shall, when possible, select a
position that mnimzes interference fromother fugitive
enm ssion sources (e.g., road dust). The required

observer position relative to the sun nust be foll owed.
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(3) If you use wet dust suppression to control PM
from PSH operations, a visible mst is sonetines
generated by the spray. The water m st nust not be
confused with particulate matter enmi ssions and is not to
be considered VE. When a water m st of this nature is
present, you nust observe em ssions at a point in the
pl ume where the mst is no | onger visible.

863. 7113 What are nyv nonitoring installation, operation,

and mai nt enance requirenments?

(a) You nust install, operate, and maintain each
conti nuous paranmeter nonitoring system (CPMS) accordi ng
to your OVBM pl an required by 863.7100(d) and paragraphs
(a)(1) through (6) of this section, and you nust install,
operate, and maintain each continuous opacity nonitoring
system (COMS) as required by paragraph (g) of this
section

(1) The CPMS nust conplete a mninum of one cycle
of operation for each successive 15-m nute peri od.

(2) To calculate a valid hourly val ue, you nust
have at | east four equally spaced data val ues (or at
least two, if that condition is included to allow for
periodic calibration checks) for that hour froma CPMS

that is not out of control according your OV&M pl an, and
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use all valid data.

(3) To calculate the average for each 3-hour bl ock
averagi ng period, you nust use all valid data, and you
must have at | east 66 percent of the hourly averages for
that period using only hourly average val ues that are
based on valid data (i.e., not fromout-of-contro
peri ods).

(4) You nust conduct a performance eval uati on of
each CPMS in accordance with your OV&M pl an

(5) You must continuously operate and nmaintain the
CPMS according to the OM&M pl an, including, but not
limted to, maintaining necessary parts for routine
repairs of the nonitoring equipnent.

(b) For each flow nmeasurenment device, you nust neet
the requirenments in paragraphs (a)(1l) through (5) and
(b) (1) through (4) of this section.

(1) Use a flow sensor with a mninumtol erance of 2
percent of the flow rate.

(2) Reduce swirling flow or abnormal velocity
di stributions due to upstream and downstream
di st ur bances.

(3) Conduct a flow sensor calibration check at

| east sem annual ly.
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(4) At least nonthly, inspect all conponents for
integrity, all electrical connections for continuity, and
all mechani cal connections for |eakage.

(c) For each pressure neasurenent device, you must
nmeet the requirements in paragraphs (a)(1) through (5)
and (c)(1) through (7) of this section.

(1) Locate the pressure sensor(s) in or as close to
as possible a position that provides a representative
measur enment of the pressure.

(2) Mnimze or elimnate pul sating pressure,

vi bration, and internal and external corrosion.

(3) Use a gauge with a mninmumtol erance of 0.5
inch of water or a transducer with a m nimum tol erance of
1 percent of the pressure range.

(4) Check pressure tap pluggage daily.

(5) Using a manoneter, check gauge calibration
quarterly and transducer calibration nonthly.

(6) Conduct calibration checks any tinme the sensor
exceeds the manufacturer’s specified maxi num operati ng
pressure range or install a new pressure sensor.

(7) At least nonthly, inspect all conponents for
integrity, all electrical connections for continuity, and

all mechani cal connections for |eakage.
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(d) For each bag | eak detection system (BLDS), you

must neet any applicable requirements in paragraphs
(a)(1) through (5) and (d)(1) through (8) of this
section.

(1) The BLDS nmust be certified by the manufacturer
to be capable of detecting PM enm ssions at concentrations
of 10 mlligranms per actual cubic nmeter (0.0044 grains
per actual cubic foot) or |ess.

(2) The sensor on the BLDS must provide output of
rel ati ve PM em ssions.

(3) The BLDS nust have an alarmthat will sound
automatically when it detects an increase in relative PM
em ssions greater than a preset |evel.

(4) The alarmnust be |ocated in an area where
appropriate plant personnel will be able to hear it.

(5) For a positive-pressure fabric filter (FF),
each conpartnment or cell nust have a bag | eak detector
(BLD). For a negative-pressure or induced-air FF, the
BLD nmust be installed downstreamof the FF. If multiple
BLD are required (for either type of FF), the detectors
may share the systeminstrunentation and al arm

(6) Bag |leak detection systens nmust be install ed,

operated, adjusted, and maintai ned according to the
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manuf acturer's witten specifications and
recomrendati ons. Standard operating procedures nust be
i ncorporated into the OVM&M pl an

(7) At a mnimum initial adjustnent of the system
must consi st of establishing the baseline output in both
of the follow ng ways:

(i) Adjust the range and the averaging period of
t he device.

(i1) Establish the alarm set points and the al arm
del ay tine.

(8) After initial adjustnent, the range, averaging
period, alarm set points, or alarmdelay time my not be
adj usted except as specified in the OWM pl an required by
863.7100(d). In no event may the range be increased by
nore than 100 percent or decreased by nore than 50
percent over a 365-day period unless a responsible
official, as defined in 863.2, certifies in witing to
the Adm nistrator that the FF has been inspected and
found to be in good operating condition.

(e) For each PM detector, you nmust nmeet any
applicable requirenments in paragraphs (a)(1) through (5)
and (e)(1) through (8) of this section.

(1) The PM detector nust be certified by the
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manuf acturer to be capable of detecting PM em ssions at
concentrations of 10 mlIligrans per actual cubic neter
(0.0044 grains per actual cubic foot) or |ess.

(2) The sensor on the PM detector nust provide
out put of relative PM eni ssions.

(3) The PM detector nust have an alarmthat wll
sound automatically when it detects an increase in
relative PM em ssions greater than a preset |evel.

(4) The alarmnust be |ocated in an area where
appropriate plant personnel will be able to hear it.

(5) For a positive-pressure electrostatic
precipitator (ESP), each conpartnent nust have a PM
detector. For a negative-pressure or induced-air ESP,
the PM detector nust be installed downstream of the ESP.
If multiple PM detectors are required (for either type of
ESP), the detectors may share the systeminstrunmentation
and al arm

(6) Particulate matter detectors nust be installed,
oper ated, adjusted, and maintai ned according to the
manuf acturer's witten specifications and
recomrendati ons. Standard operating procedures nust be
i ncorporated into the OVM&M pl an

(7) At a mninmum initial adjustnent of the system
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must consi st of establishing the baseline output in both
of the follow ng ways:

(i) Adjust the range and the averaging period of
t he device.

(ii) Establish the alarm set points and the alarm
del ay tine.

(8) After initial adjustnment, the range, averaging
period, alarm set points, or alarmdelay time my not be
adj usted except as specified in the OWM pl an required by
863. 7100(d). In no event may the range be increased by
nore than 100 percent or decreased by nore than 50
percent over a 365-day period unless a responsible
official as defined in 863.2 certifies in witing to the
Adm ni strator that the ESP has been inspected and found
to be in good operating condition.

(f) For each em ssion unit equipped with an add-on
air pollution control device, you nust inspect each
capture/collection and cl osed vent system at | east once
each cal endar year to ensure that each systemis
operating in accordance with the operating requirenents
initem6 of Table 2 to this subpart and record the
results of each inspection.

(g) For each COMS used to nonitor an add-on air
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pol lution control device, you nmust nmeet the requirenents
in paragraphs (g)(1) and (2) of this section.

(1) Install the COMS at the outlet of the control
devi ce.

(2) Install, maintain, calibrate, and operate the
COMS as required by 40 CFR part 63, subpart A, Ceneral
Provi si ons and according to Performance Specification
(PS)-1 of appendix B to part 60 of this chapter.
Facilities that operate COMS installed on or before
February 6, 2001, may continue to neet the requirenents
in effect at the tine of COMS installation unless
specifically required to re-certify the COMS by their
permtting authority.

863. 7114 How do | denpbnstrate initial conpliance with

the enission limtations standard?

(a) You nust denonstrate initial conpliance with
each em ssion limt in Table 1 to this subpart that
applies to you, according to Table 3 to this subpart.

For existing lime kilns and their associ ated coolers, you
may perform VE nmeasurenments in accordance with EPA Met hod
9 of appendix A to part 60 in lieu of installing a COVS
or PM detector if any of the conditions in paragraphs

(a)(1) through (3) of this section exist:



162
(1) You use a FF for PMcontrol, and the FF is

under positive pressure and has nmultiple stacks; or

(2) The control device exhausts through a nonovent;
or

(3) The installation of a COMS in accordance with
PS-1 of appendix B to part 60 is infeasible.

(b) You nust establish each site-specific operating
l[imt in Table 2 to this subpart that applies to you
according to the requirenents in 863.7112(j) and Table 4
to this subpart. Alternative paranmeters nmay be nonitored
i f approval is obtained according to the procedures in
863. 8(f)

(c) You nust submt the Notification of Conpliance
Status containing the results of the initial conpliance
denonstration according to the requirenents in
863. 7130(e) .

Conti nuous Conpliance Requirenents

863. 7120 How do | nmonitor and collect data to

denpnstrate continuous conpliance?

(a) You nmust nonitor and collect data according to
this section.
(b) Except for nonitor mal functions, associ ated

repairs, required quality assurance or control activities
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(i ncluding, as applicable, calibration checks and
required zero adjustnents), and except for PSH operations
subject to nonthly VE testing, you nust nonitor
continuously (or collect data at all required intervals)
at all times that the em ssion unit is operating.

(c) Data recorded during the conditions described
i n paragraphs (c)(1) through (3) of this section may not
be used either in data averages or cal cul ati ons of
em ssion or operating limts; or in fulfilling a m nimum
data availability requirenent. You nust use all the data
coll ected during all other periods in assessing the
operation of the control device and associ ated control
system

(1) Monitoring system breakdowns, repairs,
preventive mai ntenance, calibration checks, and zero
(Il ow1evel) and high-1level adjustnents;

(2) Periods of non-operation of the process unit
(or portion thereof), resulting in cessation of the
em ssions to
whi ch the nonitoring applies; and

(3) Start-ups, shutdowns, and mal functions.

863. 7121 How do | denpnstrate continuous conpliance with

the enission limtations standard?
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(a) You nust denonstrate continuous conpliance with
each emission [imtation in Tables 1 and 2 to this
subpart that applies to you according to the nethods
specified in Tables 5 and 6 to this subpart.

(b) You nust report each instance in which you did
not neet each operating limt, opacity limt, and VE
limt in Tables 2 and 6 to this subpart that applies to
you. This includes periods of startup, shutdown, and
mal function. These instances are deviations fromthe
em ssion limtations in this subpart. These deviations
must be reported according to the requirenents in
863. 7131.

(c) You nust operate in accordance with the SSMP
during periods of startup, shutdown, and mal functi on.

(d) Consistent with 8863.6(e) and 63.7(e)(1),
devi ati ons that occur during a period of startup,
shut down, or nmal function are not violations if you
denonstrate to the Adm nistrator’s satisfaction that you
were operating in accordance with the SSMP. The
Adm nistrator will determ ne whether deviations that
occur during a period of startup, shutdown, or
mal function are violations, according to the provisions

in 863.6(e).
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(e) For each PSH operation subject to an opacity
limt as specified in Table 1 to this subpart, and any
vents from buil di ngs subject to an opacity limt, you
must conduct a VE check according to item1 in Table 6 to
this subpart, and as foll ows:

(1) Conduct visual inspections that consist of a

vi sual survey of each stack or process em ssion point
over the test period to identify if there are VE, other
t han condensed water vapor.

(2) Select a position at |east 15 but not nore
1,320 feet fromthe affected em ssion point with the sun
or other |ight source generally at your back.

(3) The observer conducting the VE checks need not
be certified to conduct EPA Method 9 in appendix Ato
part 60 of this chapter, but nust neet the training
requi renents as described in EPA Method 22 of appendix A
to part 60 of this chapter

(f) For existing linme kilns and their associ ated
cool ers, you may perform VE nmeasurenents in accordance
with EPA Method 9 of appendix Ato part 60 in lieu of
installing a COMS or PM detector if any of the conditions
i n paragraphs (f)(1) or (3) of this section exist:

(1) You use a FF for PMcontrol, and the FF is
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under positive pressure and has multiple stacks; or
(2) The control device exhausts through a nonovent;
or
(3) The installation of a COMS in accordance with
PS-1 of appendix B to part 60 is infeasible.
Noti fication, Reports, and Records

863. 7130 What notifications nust | submt and when?

(a) You nust submt all of the notifications in
8863.6(h)(4) and (5); 63.7(b) and (c); 63.8(e); (f)(4)
and (6); and 63.9 (a) through (j) that apply to you, by
t he dates specified.

(b) As specified in 863.9(b)(2), if you start up
your affected source before [|I NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON
OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER], you nust
submt an initial notification not later than 120
cal endar days after [|INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S
FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] .

(c) If you startup your new or reconstructed
af fected source on or after [INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON
OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER], you nust
submt an initial notification not later than 120
cal endar days after you startup your affected source.

(d) If you are required to conduct a perfornmance
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test, you nust submt a notification of intent to conduct
a performance test at | east 60 cal endar days before the
perfornmance test is scheduled to begin, as required in
863.7(b)(1).

(e) If you are required to conduct a perfornmance
test, design evaluation, opacity observation, VE
observation, or other initial conpliance denonstration as
specified in Table 3 or 4 to this subpart, you nust
submt a Notification of Conpliance Status according to
863.9(h)(2)(ii).

(1) For each initial conpliance denonstration
required in Table 3 to this subpart that does not include
a performance test, you nust submt the Notification of
Conpl i ance Status before the close of business on the
30t h cal endar day followi ng the conpletion of the initial
conpl i ance denonstration.

(2) For each conpliance denonstration required in
Table 5 to this subpart that includes a performance test
conducted according to the requirenents in Table 4 to
this subpart, you nust submt the Notification of
Conpl i ance Status, including the perfornmance test
results, before the close of business on the 60th

cal endar day follow ng the conpletion of the perfornmance
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test according to 863.10(d)(2).

863. 7131 What reports nust | submt and when?

(a) You nust submt each report listed in Table 7
to this subpart that applies to you

(b) Unless the Adm nistrator has approved a
di fferent schedule for subm ssion of reports under
863.10(a), you nust submt each report by the date
specified in Table 7 to this subpart and according to the
requi renments in paragraphs (b)(1) through (5) of this
section:

(1) The first conpliance report nust cover the
peri od beginning on the conpliance date that is specified
for your affected source in 863.7083 and ending on June
30 or Decenber 31, whichever date is the first date
following the end of the first half cal endar year after
the conpliance date that is specified for your source in
8§63. 7083.

(2) The first conpliance report nmust be postnmarked
or delivered no later than July 31 or January 31,
whi chever date follows the end of the first half cal endar
year after the conpliance date that is specified for your
af fected source in 863.7083.

(3) Each subsequent conpliance report nust cover
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t he sem annual reporting period from January 1 through
June 30 or the sem annual reporting period fromJuly 1
t hrough Decenber 31.

(4) Each subsequent conpliance report nust be
post mar ked or delivered no later than July 31 or January
31, whichever date is the first date followng the end of
t he sem annual reporting period.

(5) For each affected source that is subject to
permtting regulations pursuant to part 70 or part 71 of
this chapter, if the permtting authority has established
dates for submtting sem annual reports pursuant to
8870.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) of this
chapter, you nmay submt the first and subsequent
conpliance reports according to the dates the permtting
authority has established instead of according to the
dates specified in paragraphs (b)(1) through (4) of this
section.

(c) The conpliance report must contain the
i nformation specified in paragraphs (c)(1) through (6) of
this section.

(1) Conpany nanme and address.

(2) Statenment by a responsible official with that

official’s nane, title, and signature, certifying the
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truth, accuracy, and conpl eteness of the content of the
report.

(3) Date of report and begi nning and endi ng dates
of the reporting period.

(4) If you had a startup, shutdown or mal function
during the reporting period and you took actions
consistent with your SSMP, the conpliance report nust
include the information in 863.10(d)(5)(i).

(5) If there were no deviations fromany em ssion
l[imtations (emssion l[imt, operating limt, opacity
limt, and VE limt) that apply to you, the conpliance
report nust include a statenment that there were no
deviations fromthe emssion |imtations during the
reporting period.

(6) If there were no periods during which the
continuous nmonitoring systens (CMS) were out-of-control
as specified in 863.8(c)(7), a statenent that there were
no periods during the which the CMS were out-of-control
during the reporting period.

(d) For each deviation froman em ssion limtation
(emssion limt, operating limt, opacity limt, and VE
[imt) that occurs at an affected source where you are

not using a CMS to conply with the em ssion |[imtations
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in this subpart, the conpliance report nust contain the
information specified in paragraphs (c)(1) through (4)
and (d)(1) and (2) of this section. The deviations nust
be reported in accordance with the requirenents in
863.10(d) .

(1) The total operating tinme of each em ssion unit
during the reporting period.

(2) Information on the nunber, duration, and cause
of deviations (including unknown cause, if applicable),
as applicable, and the corrective action taken.

(e) For each deviation froman enm ssion |limtation
(emssion limt, operating limt, opacity limt, and VE
limt) occurring at an affected source where you are
using a CMS to conply with the emssion |limtation in
this subpart, you nust include the information specified
i n paragraphs (c)(1) through (4) and (e)(1) through (11)
of this section. This includes periods of startup,
shut down, and mal functi on.

(1) The date and tine that each mal function started
and stopped.

(2) The date and tinme that each CMS was
i noperative, except for zero (low1I|evel) and high-Ievel

checks.
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(3) The date, tine and duration that each CMS was

out-of-control, including the information in 863.8(c)(8).

(4) The date and tinme that each deviation started
and stopped, and whet her each deviation occurred during a
period of startup, shutdown, or malfunction or during
anot her peri od.

(5) A summary of the total duration of the
devi ations during the reporting period and the total
duration as a percent of the total affected source
operating tinme during that reporting period.

(6) A breakdown of the total duration of the
devi ati ons during the reporting period into those that
are due to startup, shutdown, control equi pment problens,
process probl ens, other known causes, and ot her unknown
causes.

(7) A summary of the total duration of CMS downti ne
during the reporting period and the total duration of CMS
downtime as a percent of the total em ssion unit
operating time during that reporting period.

(8) A brief description of the process units.

(9) A brief description of the CMS.

(10) The date of the |atest CMS certification or

audi t .



173
(11) A description of any changes in CMS,

processes, or controls since the last reporting period.
(f) Each facility that has obtained a title V
operating permt pursuant to part 70 or part 71 of this
chapter nust report all deviations as defined in this
subpart in the sem annual nonitoring report required by
8870.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) of this
chapter. |If you submt a conpliance report specified in
Table 7 to this subpart along with, or as part of, the
sem annual nonitoring report required by
8870.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) of this
chapter, and the conpliance report includes all required
i nformati on concerning deviations from any eni ssion
[imtation (including any operating limt), subm ssion of
t he conpliance report shall be deenmed to satisfy any
obligation to report the same deviations in the
sem annual nonitoring report. However, subm ssion of a
conpliance report shall not otherw se affect any
obligation you may have to report deviations from perm:t
requirenents to the permt authority.

8§63. 7132 \What records nust | keep?

(a) You nust keep the records specified in

par agraphs (a)(1) through (3) of this section.
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(1) A copy of each notification and report that you
submtted to conply with this subpart, including al
docunment ati on supporting any Initial Notification or
Notification of Conpliance Status that you submtted,
according to the requirenents in 863.10(b)(2)(xiv).

(2) The records in 863.6(e)(3)(iii) through (v)
related to startup, shutdown, and nal function.

(3) Records of perfornmance tests, perfornmance
eval uati ons, and opacity and VE observations as required
in 863.10(b)(2)(viii).

(b) You nust keep the records in 863.6(h)(6) for VE
observati ons.

(c) You nust keep the records required by Tables 5
and 6 to this subpart to show conti nuous conpliance with
each em ssion |limtation that applies to you.

(d) You nust keep the records which docunent the
basis for the initial applicability determ nation as
requi red under 863.7081.

8§63.7133 I n what formand for how | ong nmust | keep ny

records?
(a) Your records nust be in a form suitable and

readily avail able for expeditious review, according to

§63. 10(b) (1).
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(b) As specified in 863.10(b)(1), you mnmust keep

each record for 5 years followi ng the date of each
occurrence, nmeasurenent, maintenance, corrective action,
report, or record.

(c) You nust keep each record onsite for at |east 2
years after the date of each occurrence, neasurenent,
mai nt enance, corrective action, report, or record,
according to 863.10(b)(1). You may keep the records
offsite for the remaining 3 years.

O her Requirenents and I nformation

863. 7140 \What parts of the General Provisions apply to

me?

Table 8 to this subpart shows which parts of the
General Provisions in 8863.1 through 63.15 apply to you.
When there is overlap between subpart A and subpart
AAAAA, as indicated in the “Explanations” colum in Table
8, subpart AAAAA takes precedence.

863.7141 \Who i nmplenments and enforces this subpart?

(a) This subpart can be inplenmented and enforced by
us, the U S. EPA, or by a delegated authority such as
your State, local, or tribal agency. |If the U S. EPA
Adm ni strator has del egated authority to your State,

| ocal, or tribal agency, then that agency (as well as the
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U.S. EPA) has the authority to inplenment and enforce this

subpart. You should contact your U.S. EPA Regi onal
Ofice to find out if this subpart is delegated to your
State, local, or tribal agency.

(b) In delegating inplenmentation and enforcenent
authority of this subpart to a State, local, or triba
agency under subpart E of this part, the authorities
contained in paragraph (c) of this section are retained
by the Adm nistrator of the U. S. EPA and are not
transferred to the State, local, or tribal agency.

(c) The authorities that will not be delegated to
State, local, or tribal agencies are as specified in
par agraphs (c)(1) through (6) of this section.

(1) Approval of alternatives to the non-opacity
em ssion limtations in 863.7090(a).

(2) Approval of alternative opacity em ssion
limtations in 863.7090(a).

(3) Approval of alternatives to the operating
limts in 863.7090(b).

(4) Approval of major alternatives to test nethods
under 863.7(e)(2)(ii) and (f) and as defined in 863. 90.

(5) Approval of mpjor alternatives to nonitoring

under 863.8(f) and as defined in 863.90.
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(6) Approval of nmajor alternatives to recordkeeping
and reporting under 863.10(f) and as defined in 8§63. 90.

863. 7142 \What are the requirenents for clainng area

source status?

(a) If you wish to claimthat your LMP is an area
source, you nust nmeasure the em ssions of hydrogen
chloride fromall lime kilns, except as provided in
paragraph (c) of this section, at your plant using
ei t her:

(1) EPA Method 320 of appendix A to this part,

(2) EPA Method 321 of appendix Ato this part, or

(3) ASTM Met hod D6735-01, Standard Test Method for
Measur enent of Gaseous Chlorides and Fluorides from
M neral Cal ci ni ng Exhaust Sources--1npinger Method,
provi ded that the provisions in paragraphs (a)(3)(i)

t hrough (vi) of this section are foll owed.

(i) A test nust include three or nore runs in which
a pair of sanples is obtained sinmultaneously for each run
according to section 11.2.6 of ASTM Met hod D6735-01.

(i1) You nmust calculate the test run standard
devi ati on of each set of paired sanples to quantify data

preci sion, according to Equation 1 of this section:
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ec1, - c2,u

RSD, = (100) AbsoluteVal ueg—=2 4 (Eq. 1)
6C1, +C2,§

V\her e:

RSD, = The test run relative standard devi ati on of

sanple pair a, percent.
Cl, and C2, = The HCl concentrations, mlligramdry

standard cubic meter(nmg/dscm, fromthe
pai red sanpl es.
(iii) You nmust calculate the test average relative

standard devi ati on according to Equation 2 of this

section:
J
a RSD,

RSDy, = 24— (Eq. 2)

P

WWher e:

RSD;, = The test average relative standard devi ati on,
percent.

RSD, = The test run relative standard devi ation for
sanpl e pair a.

p = The nunber of test runs, >3.

(iv) If RSDyy is greater than 20 percent, the data
are invalid and the test nust be repeated.

(v) The post-test anal yte spi ke procedure of
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section 11.2.7 of ASTM Met hod D6735-01 is conducted, and

the percent recovery is cal cul ated according to section
12.6 of ASTM Met hod D6735-01.

(vi) If the percent recovery is between 70 percent
and 130 percent, inclusive, the test is valid. |If the
percent recovery is outside of this range, the data are
considered invalid, and the test nust be repeated.

(b) If you conduct tests to determ ne the rates of
em ssion of specific organic HAP fromline kilns at LM
for use in applicability determ nations under 863. 7081,
you nmy use either

(1) Method 320 of appendix A to this part, or

(2) Method 18 of appendix A to part 60 of this
chapter, or

(3) ASTM D6420-99, Standard Test Method for
Determ nati on of Gaseous Organi c Conpounds by Direct
I nterface Gas Chromat ography- Mass Spectronmetry (GC/ MS),
provi ded that the provisions of paragraphs (b)(3)(i)

t hrough (iv) of this section are foll owed:

(i) The target conpound(s) are those listed in
section 1.1 of ASTM D6420-99;

(i1) The target concentration is between 150 parts

per billion by volume and 100 parts per mllion by
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vol une;

(ii1) For target conmpound(s) not listed in Table
1.1 of ASTM D6420-99, but potentially detected by nass
spectronetry, the additional system conti nuing
cal i bration check after each run, as detailed in section

10.5.3 of ASTM D6420-99, is conducted, net, docunented,
and submtted with the data report, even if there is no
noi sture condenser used or the conpound is not considered
wat er sol ubl e; and

(iv) For target conmpound(s) not listed in Table 1.1
of ASTM D6420-99, and not anenable to detection by mass
spectronetry, ASTM D6420-99 may not be used.

(c) It is left to the discretion of the permtting
authority whether or not idled kilns must be tested for
(HCl) to claimarea source status. |If the facility has
kil ns that use conmon feed materials and fuel, are
essentially identical in design, and use essentially
i dentical em ssion controls, the permtting authority may
al so determne if one kiln can be tested, and the HC
em ssions for the other essentially identical kilns be
estimated fromthat test.

8§63. 7143 \What definitions apply to this subpart?

Ternms used in this subpart are defined in the Clean
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Air Act, in 863.2, and in this section as foll ows:

Bag | eak detector system (BLDS) is a type of PM

detector used on FF to identify an increase in PM
em ssions resulting froma broken filter bag or other
mal function and sound an al arm

Belt conveyor nmeans a conveyi ng device that

transports processed stone from one |ocation to another

by means of an endless belt that is carried on a series

of idlers and routed around a pulley at each end.

Bucket el evator neans a processed stone conveying

devi ce consisting of a head and foot assenbly which sup-
ports and drives an endl ess single or double strand chain
or belt to which buckets are attached.

Bui | di ng means any franme structure with a roof.

Capture system neans the equi pnent (i ncluding

encl osures, hoods, ducts, fans, danpers, etc.) used to

capture and transport PMto a control device.

Control device neans the air pollution control
equi pnmrent used to reduce PM enissions released to the
at nosphere from one or nore process operations at an LM,

Conveyi ng system neans a device for transporting

processed stone from one piece of equi pnent or |ocation

to another location within a plant. Conveying systens
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include but are not limted to feeders, belt conveyors,
bucket _el evators and pneumatic systens.

Devi ati on neans any instance in which an affected
source, subject to this subpart, or an owner or operator
of such a source:

(1) Fails to neet any requirenment or obligation
established by this subpart, including but not limted to
any em ssion limtation (including any operating limt);

(2) Fails to neet any termor condition that is
adopted to i nplenent an applicable requirement in this
subpart and that is included in the operating permt for
any affected source required to obtain such a permt; or

(3) Fails to neet any emission limtation
(including any operating limt) in this subpart during
startup, shutdown, or mal function, regardl ess of whether
or not such failure is allowed by this subpart.

Emi ssion limtation means any em ssion limt,

opacity limt, operating limt, or VElimt.

Em ssion unit neans a linme kiln, linme cooler,

storage bin, conveying systemtransfer point, bulk
| oadi ng or unl oadi ng operation, bucket el evator or belt
conveyor at an LIMP.

Fugitive em ssion nmeans PMthat is not collected by
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a capture system

Hydr at or neans the device used to produce hydrated
lime or cal cium hydroxide via the chem cal reaction of
the |inme_product with water

Li ne cool er nmeans the device external to the |ine

kiln (or part of the lime kiln itself) used to reduce the
tenperature of the |ime produced by the kiln.

Lime kiln nmeans the device, including any associ ated
preheater, used to produce a |inme product from stone feed
by calcination. Kiln types include, but are not limted
to, rotary kiln, vertical kiln, rotary hearth kil n,
doubl e-shaft vertical kiln, and fluidized bed kiln.

Li me manufacturing plant (LMP) neans any plant which

uses a lime kiln to produce |linme product fromlinmestone
or other cal careous material by cal cination.

Li e product neans the product of the [inme kiln

cal cination process including, calcitic lime, dolomtic
lime, and dead-burned dolomte.

Li nest one neans the material conprised primarily of
cal cium carbonate (referred to sonetinmes as calcitic or
hi gh cal cium | imestone), magnesi um carbonate, and/or the
doubl e carbonate of both cal cium and nmagnesium (referred

to sometines as dolomtic |inmestone or dolomte).
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Monovent means an exhaust configuration of a
bui l ding or em ssion control device (e.g. positive
pressure FF) that extends the length of the structure and
has a width very small in relation to its length (i.e.
length to width ratio is typically greater than 5:1).

The exhaust may be an open vent with or w thout a roof,
| ouvered vents, or a conbination of such features.

Particulate matter (PM detector neans a systemt hat

is continuously capable of nmonitoring PM I oading in the
exhaust of FF or ESP in order to detect bag | eaks, upset

conditions, or control device mal functi ons and sounds an

alarmat a preset level. A PMdetector system i ncl udes,
but is not limted to, an instrunment that operates on
triboelectric, light scattering, light transmttance, or

ot her effects to continuously nonitor relative
particul ate | oadings. A BLDS is a type of PM detector.

Positive pressure FF or ESP neans a FF or ESP with

the fan(s) on the upstream side of the control device.

Processed stone neans |inmestone or other cal careous

mat eri al that has been processed to a size suitable for
feeding into a lime kiln.

Process stone handling operations neans the equi pment

and transfer points between the equi pment used to transport
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processed stone, and includes, storage bins, conveying system

transfer points, bulk |oading or unloading systens, screening
operations, bucket elevators, and belt conveyors.

Screeni ng operation nmeans a device for separating

mat eri al according to size by passing undersize materi al

t hrough one or nore nesh surfaces (screens) in series and
retaining oversize material on the nesh surfaces
(screens).

St ack eni ssions neans the PMthat is released to the

at nosphere froma capture system or control device.

St orage bin means a mannade encl osure for storage

(i ncludi ng surge bins) of processed stone prior to the

lime kil n.

Transfer point neans a point in a conveying

operation where the material is transferred to or froma
belt conveyor.
Vent neans an opening through which there is
mechani cally induced air flow for the purpose of
exhausting froma building air carrying PM em ssions from
one or nore em ssion units.
Tabl es to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63

As required in 863.7090(a), you nust neet each emn ssion
limt in the following table that applies to you.

Table 1 to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63 - Em ssion Limts



186

For. ..

You must neet the follow ng
emssion limt.

1. Existing lime kilns
and their associ ated
lime coolers that did
not have a wet scrubber
install ed and operating
prior to [I NSERT DATE OF
PUBLI CATION OF THI S
FINAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER]

PM em ssi ons nust not exceed
0.12 pounds per ton of stone
feed (I b/tsf).

2. Existing lime kilns
and their associ ated
lime coolers that have a
wet scrubber, where the
scrubber itself was
install ed and operating
prior to [I NSERT DATE OF
PUBLI CATI ON OF THI S

FI NAL RULE | N THE
FEDERAL REG STER] .

PM em ssions nust not exceed
0.60 Ib/tsf. If at any tine
after [| NSERT DATE OF

PUBLI CATI ON OF THI' S FI NAL
RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER]
the kiln changes to a dry
control system then the PM
emssion limt initem1 of
this Table 1 applies, and the
kiln is hereafter ineligible
for the PMemssion |imt in
item2 of this Table 1,
regardl ess of the nethod of
PM cont r ol

3. New | i me kil ns and
their associated |inme
cool ers

PM em ssi ons nust not exceed

0.10 I b/tsf.




4. Al existing and new
lime kilns and their
associ ated cool ers at
your LMP, and you choose
to average PM em ssions,
except that any kiln
that is allowed to neet
the 0.60 | b/tsf PM
emssion limt is
ineligible for

aver agi ng.
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Wei ght ed average PM eni ssions
cal cul ated according to Eq. 2
in 863.7112 nust not exceed
0.12 Ib/tsf (if you are
averagi ng only existing
kilns) or 0.10 Ib/tsf (if you
are averagi ng only new
kilns). If you are averaging
exi sting and new kil ns, your
wei ght ed average PM em ssions
must not exceed the wei ghted
average em ssion limt
cal cul ated according to Eq. 3
in 863.7112, except that no
new kiln and its associ ated
cool er consi dered al one may
exceed an em ssions limt of
0.10 | b/tsf.

5. Stack em ssions from
all PSH operations at a
new or existing affected
source

PM em ssions nmust not exceed
0. 05 grans per dry standard
cubic nmeter (g/dscm.

6. Stack em ssions from
all PSH operations at a
new or existing affected
source, unless the stack
em ssions are di scharged
t hrough a wet scrubber
control device

Em ssi ons nust not exceed 7
percent opacity.

7. Fugitive em ssions
fromall PSH operations
at a new or existing

af fected source, except
as provided by item 8 of
this Table 1

Em ssi ons nust not exceed 10
percent opacity.




8. Al PSH operations
at a new or existing

af fected source encl osed
in a building
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Al'l of the individually

af fected PSH operations nust
conply with the applicable PM
and opacity em ssion
limtations in items 5

t hrough 7 of this Table 1, or
t he building nust conply with
the follow ng: there nust be
no VE fromthe building,
except froma vent; and vent
em ssions must not exceed the
stack em ssions limtations
initems 5 and 6 of this
Tabl e 1.

9. Each FF that
controls em ssions from
only an individual,

encl osed storage bin

Em ssi ons nust not exceed 7
percent opacity.

10. Each set of
mul ti ple storage bins at
a new or existing
affected source, with
conbi ned stack em ssions

As required in 863.7090(b),

operating limt
you.

Table 2 to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63 -

You must conply with the
emssion limts initenms 5
and 6 of this Table 1.

you nust neet each

in the following table that applies to

Operating Limts

For . . .

You nust. ..
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1. Each lime kiln and each
lime cooler (if there is a
separate exhaust to the

at nosphere fromthe
associated line cool er)

equi pped with a FF

Mai ntai n and operate the FF
such that the BLDS or PM
detector alarm condition
does not exist for nore
than 5 percent of the total
operating tinme in a 6-nonth
period; and conmply with the
requirenments in 863.7113(d)
t hrough (f) and Table 5 to
this subpart. In lieu of a
BLDS or PM detector

mai ntain the FF such that
the 6-m nute average
opacity for any 6-m nute

bl ock period does not
exceed 15 percent; and
conply with the

requi renments in 863.7113(f)
and (g) and Table 5 to this
subpart.

2. Each linme kiln equipped
with a wet scrubber

Mai ntai n the 3-hour bl ock
exhaust gas stream pressure
drop across the wet
scrubber greater than or
equal to the pressure drop
operating limt established

during the nost recent PM
performance test; and
mai ntai n the 3-hour bl ock

scrubbing liquid flow rate
greater than the flow rate
operating limt established
during the nost recent
perfornmance test.
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3. Each lime kiln equipped
with an electrostatic
preci pitator

Install a PM detector and
mai ntai n and operate the
ESP such that the PM
detector alarmis not
activated and al arm
condi ti on does not exi st
for nore than 5 percent of
the total operating tine in
a 6-nmonth period, and
conply with 863.7113(e);
or, maintain the ESP such
that the 6-m nute average
opacity for any 6-ninute
bl ock peri od does not

exceed 15 percent, and
conply with the
requi renents in
§63. 7113(g); and conply

with the requirenents in
863. 7113(f) and Table 5 to
this subpart.

4. Each PSH operation
subject to a PMIlimt which
uses a wet scrubber

Mai ntain the 3-hour block
aver age exhaust gas stream
pressure drop across the
wet scrubber greater than
or equal to the pressure
drop operating limt
establ i shed during the PM
performance test; and

mai ntai n the 3-hour bl ock
average scrubbing liquid
flow rate greater than or
equal to the flow rate
operating limt established
during the perfornmance

t est.

5. Al affected sources

Prepare a witten OVBM

pl an; the plan nust include
the itenms listed in

863. 7100(d) and the
corrective actions to be

t aken when required in
Table 5 to this subpart.
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6. Each em ssion unit a. Vent captured em ssions
equi pped with an add-on air |through a cl osed system
pol I ution control device except that dilution air

may be added to eni ssion
streanms for the purpose of
controlling tenperature at
the inlet to a FF; and

b. Operate each
capture/collection system
according to the procedures
and requirenments in the
OMEM pl an.

As required in 863.7114, you nust denonstrate initial
conpliance with each em ssion |imtation that applies to
you, according to the follow ng table.

Table 3 to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63 - Initial Conpliance
wWith Em ssion Limts

For. .. For the You have denonstrated
foll ow ng initial conpliance, if
em ssion after follow ng the
limt... requi renents in

863. 7112. ..




1. Al new or
existing linme
kil ns and
their

associ at ed
lime coolers
(kil ns/cool ers

)
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PM em ssi ons
nmust not exceed
0.12 I b/tsf for
all existing

Ki | ns/ cool ers
wth dry
controls,

| b/ tsf for
exi sting
kil ns/cool ers
with wet
scrubbers, 0.10
| b/tsf for all
new

Ki | ns/ cool ers,
or a weighted
aver age

em ssion limt
cal cul at ed
according to
Eq. 3 in

863. 7112

0. 60

The kiln outlet PM
em ssions (and if
appl i cabl e, summed
with the separate
cool er PM em ssions),
based on the PM

em ssi ons measured
using Method 5 in
appendi x A to part 60
of this chapter and
the stone feed rate
measur enent over the
period of the initial
performance test, do
not exceed the
em ssion limt;
lime kiln is
controlled by a FF or
ESP and you are opting
to nonitor PM

enm ssions with a BLDS
or PM detector, you
have installed and are
operating the

nmoni tori ng device
according to the
requirenents in
§63.7113(d) or (e),
respectively; and if
the lime kilnis
controlled by a FF or
ESP and you are opting
to nonitor PM

em ssions using a
COMS, you have
installed and are
operating the COMS
according to the
requirenents in
863.7113(9).

if the




2. Stack

em ssions from
all PSH
operations at
a new or

exi sting

af fect ed
source
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PM eni ssi ons
nmust not exceed
0. 05 g/dscm

The outlet PM

em ssi ons, based on
Met hod 5 or Method 17
in appendix A to part
60 of this chapter,
over the period of the
initial performnce
test do not exceed
0.05 g/dscm and if
the em ssion unit is
controlled with a wet
scrubber, you have a
record of the
scrubber’s pressure
drop and liquid flow
rate operating
paraneters over the 3-
hour performance test
during which em ssions
did not exceed the

em ssions limtation.

3. Stack

em ssions from
all PSH
operations at
a new or

exi sting

af fect ed
source, unless
t he stack

em ssions are
di schar ged

t hrough a wet
scrubber

control device

Em ssi ons nust
not exceed 7
per cent
opacity.

Each of the thirty 6-
m nute opacity
averages during the
initial conpliance
period, using Method 9
in appendix A to part
60 of this chapter,
does not exceed the 7
percent opacity limt.
At least thirty 6-

m nut e averages nust
be obt ai ned.

4. Fugitive
enm ssions from
all PSH
operations at
a new or

exi sting

af fected
source

Em ssi ons nust
not exceed 10
per cent
opacity.

Each of the 6-m nute
opacity averages
during the initial
conpliance peri od,
using Method 9 in
appendi x A to part 60
of this chapter, does
not exceed the 10
percent opacity limt.
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5. Al PSH All of the Al'l the PSH operations
operations at I ndi vi dual l'y encl osed in the
a new or af fected PSH bui I di ng have
exi sting oper ati ons mnust denonstrated initial
af fected conply with the |conpliance according
source, applicabl e PM to the applicable
encl osed in a and opacity requirenents for itens
bui I di ng em ssion 2 through 4 of this
limtations for |Table 3; or if you are
items 2 through |conplying with the
4 of this Table |building em ssion
3, or the limtations, there are
bui | di ng nust no VE fromthe
conply with the |building according to
foll ow ng: item 18 of Table 4 to
t here nmust be this subpart and
no VE fromthe 863.7112(k), and you
bui | di ng, denmonstrate initial
except from a conpliance with
vent, and vent appl i cabl e buil di ng
em ssi ons mnust vent em ssions
not exceed the limtations according
em ssion to the requirements in
limtations in items 2 and 3 of this
items 2 and 3 Tabl e 3.
of this Table
3.
6. Each FF Em ssi ons nust Each of the ten 6-

that controls
em ssions from
only an

i ndi vi dual
storage bin

not exceed 7
per cent
opacity.

m nut e averages during
the 1-hour initial
conpl i ance peri od,
using Method 9 in
appendi x A to part 60
of this chapter, does
not exceed the 7
percent opacity limt.

7. Each set
of multiple
st orage bins
wi t h combi ned
st ack

em ssi ons

You must conply
with the

em ssi on
limtations in
items 2 and 3
of this Table
3.

You denonstrate
initial conpliance
according to the
requi rements in itens
2 and 3 of this Table
3.
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As required in 863.7112, you nust conduct each

performance test

in the following table that applies to

you.
Table 4 to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63 - Requirenents

for Performance Tests

For You Using . According to
nmust . the foll ow ng

requi rements .

1. Each Sel ect the Met hod 1 or 1A |Sanpling sites

lime kiln | ocati on of of appendix A |nust be

and each the sanpling |to part 60 of | ocated at the

associ ated |[port and the |this chapter; outl et of the

[inme nunmber of and cont rol

cooler, if |traverse 863.7(d)(1)(i) |device(s) and

there is a |ports. prior to any

separate rel eases to

exhaust to t he

t he at nosphere.

at nosphere

fromthe

associ at ed

[inme

cool er

2. Each Det er m ne Met hod 2, 2A, Not

lime kiln velocity and |2C, 2D, 2F, or |applicable.

and each vol unetric 2G i n appendi x

associated |flow rate. A to part 60

[ime of this

cooler, if chapter.

there is a
separ at e
exhaust to
t he

at nosphere

fromthe
associ at ed
li me

cool er
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3. Each Conduct gas Met hod 3, 3A, Not

lime kiln mol ecul ar or 3B in appl i cabl e.
and each wei ght appendix Ato

associ ated |anal ysi s. part 60 of

[ime this chapter.

cooler, if

there is a

separate

exhaust to

t he

at nosphere

fromthe

associ at ed

[ime

cool er

4. Each Measur e Method 4 in Not

[ime kiln noi st ure appendi x A to |applicable.
and each content of part 60 of

associ ated |the stack this chapter.

lime gas.

cooler, if
there is a
separate
exhaust to
t he

at nosphere
fromthe
associ at ed
[imt

cool er




5. Each
lime kiln
and each
associ at ed
i me
cooler, if
there is a
separate
exhaust to
t he

at nosphere
fromthe
associ at ed
linme

cool er,
and whi ch
uses a
negative
pressure
PM cont r ol
devi ce

Measure PM
em ssi ons.
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Method 5 in
appendi x Ato
part 60 of
this chapter.

Conduct the
test(s) when
the source iIs
operating at
representative
operating
conditions in
accordance
with 863.7(e);
the m ni mum
sanpl i ng

vol une nust be
0.85 dry
standard cubic
meter (dscm
(30 dry

st andard cubic
foot (dscf));
if there is a
separate |inme
cool er exhaust
to the

at nospher e,
you nust
conduct the
Met hod 5 test
of the cooler
exhaust
concurrently
with the kiln
exhaust test.
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6. Each Measure PM Met hod 5D in Conduct the
lime kiln em ssi ons. appendix Ato |test(s) when
and each part 60 of the source is
associ at ed this chapter. operating at
[ime representative
cooler, if operating
there is a conditions in
separate accor dance
exhaust to with 863.7(e);
t he if there is a
at nosphere separate |inme
fromthe cool er exhaust
associ at ed to the
lime at nospher e,
cool er, you nust
and whi ch conduct the
uses a Met hod 5 test
positive of the
pressure separate
FF or ESP cool er exhaust
concurrently
with the kiln
exhaust test.
7. Each Det erm ne Any suitable Cal i brate and
lime kiln. |the mass devi ce. mai ntain the
rate of devi ce

stone feed
to the kiln
during the
kiln PM

em ssi ons

t est.

according to
manuf acturer’s
i nstructions;
the measuring
devi ce used
must be
accurate to
within £ 5
percent of the
mass rate of
stone feed
over its
operati ng
range.
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8. Each Est abl i sh Data for the The conti nuous
lime kiln t he gas stream pressure drop
equi pped operating pressure drop |neasurenent
with a wet [limt for measur ement devi ce nust be
scrubber t he average devi ce during |accurate
gas stream the kiln PM within plus or
pressure perfor mance m nus 1
drop across test. percent; you
t he wet must col | ect
scrubber. t he pressure
drop data
during the
period of the
per f or mance
test and
determ ne the
operati ng
limt
according to
863.7112(j).
9. Each Est abl i sh Data fromthe |The continuous
[ime kiln t he [iquid flow scrubbi ng
equi pped operating rate liquid flow
with awet |[limt for measur enent rate measuring
scrubber t he average devi ce during |device nust be
[iquid flow the kiln PM accurate
rate to the perfor mance within plus or
scrubber. t est. m nus 1

percent; you
must col | ect
the flow rate
data during

t he period of
t he
performance
test and
determ ne the
operati ng
limt
according to
863. 7112(j).
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10. Each Have St andar d According to
lime kiln installed operating t he
equi pped and have pr ocedur es requirements
with a FF operating i ncor por at ed in 863.7113(d)
or ESP t he BLDS or into the OMM |or (e),
that is PM det ect or pl an. respectively.
noni t or ed prior to the
with a PM |performance
det ect or test.
11. Each Have St andard According to
lime kiln install ed operating t he
equi pped and have procedures requi rements
with a FF operating i ncor por at ed I n
or ESP t he COMS into the OMBGM |863.7113(Q).
that is prior to the |plan and as
nmoni t or ed per f or mance required by 40
with a t est. CFR part 63,
COVs subpart A,

Gener al

Provi si ons and
according to
PS-1 of
appendix B to
part 60 of
this chapter,
except as
specified in
863.7113(9) (2)
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12. Each
st ack

em ssi on
froma PSH
oper ati on,
vent from
a buil ding
encl osi ng
a PSH
operati on,
or set of
mul tiple
st orage
bins with
conmbi ned
st ack

em ssi ons,
which is
subj ect to
a PM

em ssi on
[imt

Measure PM
em ssi ons.

Met hod 5 or
Met hod 17 in
appendix Ato
part 60 of
this chapter.

The sanpl e

vol ume nust be
at least 1.70
dscm (60
dscf); for

Met hod 5, if
the gas stream
bei ng sanpl ed
is at anbi ent
t enper at ur e,
the sanpling
probe and
filter may be
oper at ed

wi t hout
heaters; and
if the gas
streamis
above anbi ent
t enper at ur e,

t he sanmpling
pr obe and
filter may be

operated at a
t enperature
hi gh enough,
but no higher
than 121 °C
(250°F), to
prevent water
condensation
on the filter
(Method 17 may
be used only
wi t h exhaust
gas

t enper at ures
of not nore
than 250 °F).




13. Each
st ack

em ssi on
froma PSH
oper ati on,
vent from
a buil ding
encl osi ng
a PSH
operati on,
or set of
mul tiple
st orage
bins with
conmbi ned
st ack

em ssi ons,
which is
subj ect to
an opacity
l[imt

Conduct
opacity
observati ons
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Method 9 in
appendi x Ato
part 60 of
this chapter.

The test
durati on must
be for at

| east 3 hours
and you nust
obtain at

|l east thirty,
6-m nut e

aver ages.

14. Each
st ack

em ssi ons
source
froma PSH
operation
subject to
a PM or
opacity
limt,

whi ch uses
a wet
scrubber.

Est abl i sh

t he average
gas stream
pressure
drop across
t he wet
scrubber.

Data for the
gas stream
pressure drop
measur ement
devi ce during
t he PSH
operation
stack PM
performance
test.

The pressure
dr op

measur enment
devi ce nust be
accurate
within plus or
m nus 1
percent; you
must col | ect

t he pressure
drop data
during the
period of the
performance
test and
determ ne the
operati ng
limt
according to
863. 7112(j).
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15. Each Est abl i sh Data fromthe |The continuous

st ack t he liquid flow scrubbi ng

em ssi ons operating rate liquid flow

source l[imt for measur ement rate measuring

froma PSH |the average devi ce during |device nmust be

operation liquid flow t he PSH accurate

subject to [rate to the operation within plus or

a PM or scrubber. stack PM m nus 1

opacity perfor mance percent; you

[imt, t est. must col | ect

whi ch uses the flowrate

a wet data duri ng

scrubber t he period of
t he
performance
test and
determ ne the
operating
limt
according to
863.7112(j).

16. Each Conduct Method 9 in The test

FF t hat opacity appendi x A to |duration nust

controls observations |part 60 of be for at

em ssi ons this chapter. | east 1 hour

fromonly and you nust

an obtain ten 6-

i ndi vi dual m nut e

: aver ages.

encl osed,

new or

exi sting

st orage

bi n




17.
Fugitive
em ssi ons
from any
PSH
operation
subj ect to
an opacity
limt

Conduct
opacity
observati ons
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Method 9 in
appendi x Ato
part 60 of
this chapter.

The test
duration nust
be for at

| east 3 hours,
but the 3-hour
test may be
reduced to 1
hour if,
during the
first 1-hour
period, there
are no

i ndi vi dual
readi ngs
greater than
10 percent
opacity and
there are no
nore t han

t hr ee readi ngs
of 10 percent
during the
first 1-hour
period.
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18. Each
bui | di ng
encl osi ng
any PSH
oper ati on,
that is
subj ect to
a VE limt

Conduct VE
check.

The

speci fications
in

863. 7112(k).

The
perf or mance
test nust be
conduct ed
whil e all

af fect ed PSH
operati ons
within the
bui | di ng are
operating; the
performance
test for each
af fect ed
bui | di ng must
be at | east 75
m nutes, with
each si de of

t he buil ding
and roof being
observed for
at | east 15

m nut es.

As required in 863.7121,
conpliance with each operating limt that applies to you,
according to the follow ng table.

Table 5 to Subpart AAAAA of Part

63 -

you nust denonstrate conti nuous

Cont i nuous

Conpl iance with Operating Limts

For

operating
[imt

For the follow ng

by .

You nust denonstrate
cont i nuous
conpl i ance




1. Each
lime kiln
controll ed
by a wet
scrubber
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Mai ntain the 3-hour
bl ock average
exhaust gas stream
pressure drop
across the wet
scrubber greater
than or equal to
the pressure drop
operating limt

est abl i shed during
t he PM performnce
test; and maintain
t he 3-hour bl ock
average scrubbing
l[iquid flow rate
greater than or
equal to the fl ow
rate operating
limt established
during the
perfornmance test.

Col l ecting the wet
scrubber operating
data according to
all applicable
requi rements in
§63. 7113 and
reduci ng the data
according to

§63. 7113(a);

mai nt ai ni ng the 3-
hour bl ock average
exhaust gas stream
pressure drop across
the wet scrubber
greater than or
equal to the
pressure drop
operating limt
establ i shed during
t he PM performance
test; and

mai nt ai ni ng the 3-
hour bl ock average
scrubbing liquid
flow rate greater

t han or equal to the
flow rate operating
limt established
during the
performnce test
(the continuous
scrubbing liquid
flow rate neasuring
devi ce must be
accurate within +1%
and the continuous
pressure drop
measur ement device
must be accurate
within +1%.




2. Each
linme kiln or
l'ime cooler
equi pped
with a FF
and using a
BLDS, and
each |ine
Kiln

equi pped

w th an ESP
or FF using
a PM

det ect or.
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a. Miintain and
operate the FF or
ESP such that the
bag | eak or PM
detector alarm is
not activated and
alarm condition
does not exist for
nore than 5 percent
of the total
operating tinme in
each 6-nonth

peri od.

(i) Operating the
FF or ESP so that
the alarm on the bag
| eak or PM detection
systemis not
activated and an

al arm condi ti on does
not exist for nore
than 5 percent of
the total operating
time in each 6-nonth
reporting period;
and conti nuously
recordi ng the out put
fromthe BLD or PM
detection system
and

(ii) Each tinme the
al arm sounds and the
owner or operator
initiates corrective
actions within 1
hour of the alarm 1
hour of alarmtime
w |l be counted (if
t he owner or
operator takes

| onger than 1 hour
toinitiate
corrective actions,
alarmtine will be
counted as the
actual anmpunt of
time taken by the
owner or operator to
initiate corrective
actions); if

i nspection of the FF
or ESP system
denpnstrates that no
corrective actions
are necessary, no
alarmtine will be
count ed.




3. Each

st ack

em ssi ons
source from
a PSH
operation
subj ect to
an opacity
l[imt, which
IS
controll ed
by a wet
scrubber
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Mai ntain the 3-hour
bl ock average
exhaust gas stream
pressure drop
across the wet
scrubber greater
than or equal to
the pressure drop
operating limt

est abl i shed during
t he PM performnce
test; and maintain
t he 3-hour bl ock
average scrubbing
l[iquid flow rate
greater than or
equal to the fl ow
rate operating
limt established
during the
perfornmance test.

Col l ecting the wet
scrubber operating
data according to
all applicable
requi rements in
§63. 7113 and
reduci ng the data
according to

§63. 7113(a);

mai nt ai ni ng the 3-
hour bl ock average
exhaust gas stream
pressure drop across
the wet scrubber
greater than or
equal to the
pressure drop
operating limt
establ i shed during
t he PM performance
test; and

mai nt ai ni ng the 3-
hour bl ock average
scrubbing liquid
flow rate greater

t han or equal to the
flow rate operating
limt established
during the
performnce test
(the continuous
scrubbing liquid
flow rate neasuring
devi ce must be
accurate within +1%
and the continuous
pressure drop
measur ement device
must be accurate
within +1%.




4. For each
linme kiln or
l'ime cooler
equi pped
with a FF or
an ESP t hat
uses a COMS
as the

noni tori ng
devi ce
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a. Mintain and
operate the FF or
ESP such that the
average opacity for
any 6-m nute bl ock
peri od does not
exceed 15 percent.

i. Installing,

mai nt ai ni ng,

cal i brating and
operating a COMS as
requi red by 40 CFR
part 63, subpart A,
General Provisions
and according to PS-
1 of appendix B to
part 60 of this
chapter, except as
specified in
863.7113(9g)(2); and
ii. Collecting the
COMS data at a
frequency of at

| east once every 15
seconds, determ ning
bl ock averages for
each 6-m nute period
and denonstrating
for each 6-m nute

bl ock period the
average opacity does
not exceed 15
percent.

As required in 863.7121 you nust

periodically denonstrate

conpliance with each opacity and VE limt that applies to

you,

Table 6 to Subpart AAAAA of Part

63 -

according to the follow ng table.

Peri odi c Monitoring

forConpliance with Opacity and Visible Em ssions Limts

For

For the foll ow ng
em ssi on

You must denonstrate
ongoi ng conpliance




1. Each
PSH
operation
subj ect to
an opacity
[imtation
as required
in Table 1
to this
subpart, or
any vents
from
bui | di ngs
subject to
an opacity
[imtation
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a. 7-10 percent
opacity, depending
on the PSH
operation, as
required in Table 1
to this subpart.

(i) Conducting a
nmonthly 1-m nute VE
check of each

em ssion unit in
accordance with
863.7121(e); the
check nust be
conducted while the
af fected source is

I n operation,

(ii) If no VE are
observed in 6
consecutive nonthly
checks for any

em ssion unit, you
may decrease the
frequency of VE
checking from
nonthly to sem -
annual l'y for that
em ssion unit; if VE
are observed during
any sem annual
check, you nust
resume VE checki ng
of that em ssion
unit on a nonthly
basi s and mai ntain
that schedule until
no VE are observed
in 6 consecutive
nont hl y checks;
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(ii1) If no VE are
observed during the
sem annual check for
any em ssion unit,
you may decrease the
frequency of VE
checking fromsem -
annual ly to annually
for that em ssion
unit; if VE are
observed during any
annual check, you
must resunme VE
checki ng of that

em ssion unit on a
nont hly basis and
mai nt ai n t hat
schedul e until no VE
are observed in 6
consecutive nonthly
checks; and

(iv) If VE are
observed during any
VE check, you nust
conduct a 6-m nute
test of opacity in
accordance with

Met hod 9 of appendi x
Ato part 60 of this
chapter; you nust
begin the Method 9
test within 1 hour
of any observation
of VE and the 6-

m nute opacity
readi ng nmust not
exceed the
appl i cabl e opacity
limt.




2. Any
bui | di ng
subj ect to
aVEIlimt,
accordi ng
to item8
of Table 1
to this
subpart

a.

No VE.
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(i) Conducting a
nmont hly VE check of
the building, in
accordance with the
specifications in
863.7112(k); the
check nust be
conducted while all
t he encl osed PSH
operations are

oper ati ng;

(ii) The check for
each affected
bui | di ng nmust be at
| east 5 m nutes,
with each side of

t he buil ding and
roof being observed
for at least 1

m nut e;
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(ii1) If no VE are
observed in 6
consecutive nonthly
checks of the
bui | di ng, you may
decrease the
frequency of
checking from
nonthly to sem -
annual l'y for that
affected source; if
VE are observed
during any semn -
annual check, you
must resume checki ng
on a nonthly basis
and mai ntain that
schedul e until no VE
are observed in 6
consecutive nonthly
checks; and
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(iv) If no VE are
observed during the
sem - annual check
you may decrease the
frequency of
checking fromsem -
annual ly to annually
for that affected
source; and if VE
are observed during
any annual check,
you must resune
checki ng of that

em ssion unit on a
nont hly basis and
mai nt ai n t hat
schedul e until no VE
are observed in 6
consecutive nonthly
checks (the source
is in conpliance if
no VE are observed
during any of these
checks) .

As required in 863.7131, you nust submt each report in
this table that applies to you.

Table 7 to Subpart AAAAA of Part 63 - Requirenments for
Reports

You mnust The report nust contain... You nust
submt a... subm t

t he
report...




1. Conpliance
report
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a. |If there are no

devi ati ons from any

em ssion limtations
(emssion |imt, operating
limt, opacity limt, and
VE limt) that applies to
you, a statenent that there
were no deviations fromthe
em ssion limtations during
the reporting period;

b. If there were no

peri ods during which the
CMS, including any

oper ati ng paraneter
nonitoring system was out-
of -control as specified in
863.8(c)(7), a statenent
that there were no periods
during which the CMS was
out - of -control during the
reporting period;

c. |If you have a deviation
fromany em ssion
limtation (emssion limt,
operating limt, opacity
limt, and VE limt) during
the reporting period, the
report must contain the
information in 863.7131(d);

d. |If there were periods
during which the CMS,

i ncl udi ng any operating
paranmeter nonitoring
system was out-of-control,
as specified in
8§63.8(c)(7), the report
must contain the
information in 863.7131(e);
and

Sem annual
y according
to the
requi rement
s in

863. 7131(b)

Sem annual
y according
to the
requi rement
s in

863. 7131(b)

Sem annual
y accordi ng
to the
requi renment
s in

863. 7131(b)

Sem annual
y according
to the
requi r enent
s in

863. 7131(b)



e. If you
shut down or
during the
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had a startup,
mal f uncti on
reporting period

and you took actions

consi st ent

t he conpliance report

with your SSMP,

must

include the infornmation in
863. 10(d) (5)(i).

Sem annual
y according
to the
requi rement
s in

8§63. 7131(b)

2. An Actions taken for the By fax or

i medi at e event . t el ephone
startup, within 2
shut down, and wor ki ng

mal f uncti on days after
report if you starting
had a startup, actions
shut down, or i nconsi sten
mal function t with the
during the SSIVP.
reporting

period that is

not consi stent

with your SSWP

3. An The information in By letter

i mredi at e 863.10(d) (5)(ii). within 7
startup, wor ki ng
shut down, and days after
mal functi on t he end of
report if you the event
had a startup, unl ess you
shut down, or have made
mal functi on al ternative
during the arrangenment
reporting s with the
period that is permtting
not consi stent aut hority.
with your SSWP See

§63. 10(d) (5
)(ii).

As required in 863.7140, you nust conmply with the

appl i cabl e Gener al

the follow ng table.

Provi sions requirenents according to



Table 8 to Subpart AAAAA of Part

General Provisions to Subpart AAAAA
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63 -

Applicability of

Citation Summary of Am | Subj ect |Expl anations
Requi r ement to this
[Requi r enment ?
863.1(a)(1)-(4) |Applicability [Yes
863. 1(a) (5) No
8§63. 1(a)(6) Applicability |Yes
863.1(a)(7)- [No
(a) (9)
8§63.1(a)(10)- |Applicability |Yes
(a)(14)
863.1(b) (1) Initial Yes §863. 7081
Applicability and 63.7142
Det er m nati on specify
addi ti onal
applica-
bility
determ -
nation
require-
ment s
863. 1(b) (2) [No
863. 1(b) (3) Initial Yes
Applicability
Det er mi nati on
8§63.1(c) (1) Applicability |Yes
Af t er Standard
Est abl i shed
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863.1(c)(2) Perm t No Area sources
Requi renent s not subj ect
to subpart
AAAAA,
except al
sources nust
make initial
applica-
bility
determ -
nation
863. 1(c) (3) [No
863.1(c)(4)-(5) |[Extensi ons, Yes
Noti fi cations
§63. 1(d) [No
863. 1(e) Applicability [Yes
of Permt
Program
863. 2 Definitions Addi ti onal
definitions
in 863.7143
863. 3(a)-(c) Units and Yes
Abbr evi ati ons
863.4(a)(1)- Pr ohi bi t ed Yes
(a)(2) Activities
863.4(a)(3)- [No
(a) (5)
863.4(b)-(c) Ci rcunmvention, [Yes
Severability
863.5(a)(1)-(2) |Construction/ Yes
Reconstructi on
863.5(b) (1) Conpl i ance Yes
Dat es
863. 5(b) (2) [No
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863. 5(b) (3)-(4) [Construction Yes
Appr oval ,
Applicability

863. 5(b) (5) [No

§63. 5(b) (6) Applicability [Yes

863. 5(c) [No

863.5(d)(1)-(4) |Approval of Yes
Construction/
Reconstruction

863.5(e) Approval of Yes
Construction/
Reconstructi on

863.5(f)(1)-(2) |Approval of Yes
Construction/
Reconstructi on

863. 6(a) Conpl i ance for [Yes
St andar ds and
Mai nt enance

863.6(b)(1)-(5) [Conpliance Yes
Dat es

863. 6(b) (6) [No

863.6(b)(7) Conpl i ance Yes
Dat es

863.6(c)(1)-(2) |Conpliance Yes
Dat es

863.6(c)(3)- [No

(c)(4)

863.6(c)(5) Conpl i ance Yes
Dat es

863. 6(d) [No
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863.6(e) (1) Operation & Yes See 863.7100
Mai nt enance for OVEM
require-
ment s
863.6(e)(2) [No
863.6(e)(3) St art up, Yes
Shut down
Mal f uncti on
Pl an
863.6(f)(1)-(3) [Conpliance with]|Yes
Em ssi on
St andar ds
863.6(g)(1)- Al ternative Yes
() (3) St andar d
863.6(h)(1)-(2) [Opacity/VE Yes
St andar ds
863. 6(h)(3) [No
863.6(h)(4)- Opaci ty/ VE Yes Thi s
(h)(5) (i) St andar ds require-
ment only
applies to
opacity and
VE perfor-
mance checks
required in
Table 4 to
subpart
AAAAA.
§63. 6(h) (5) Opacity/ VE [No Test
(ii)-(iin) St andar ds dur ati ons
are
specified in
subpar
AAAAA,
subpart
AAAAA t akes
precedence.
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863.6(h)(5)(iv) |Opacity/ VE No
St andar ds
863.6(h)(5)(v) |[Opacity/ VE Yes
St andar ds
863. 6(h) (6) Opaci ty/ VE Yes
St andar ds
863.6(h) (7) COM Use Yes
863. 6(h)(8) Conpl i ance withlYes
Opacity and VE
863.6(h)(9) Adj ust nent of Yes
Opacity Limt
863.6(i)(1)- Ext ensi on of Yes
(i)(14) Conpl i ance
863. 6(i)(15) [No
863.6(i)(16) Ext ensi on of Yes
Conpl i ance
863.6(j) Exenption from [Yes
Conpl i ance
863. 7(a)(1)- Per f or mance Yes 863. 7110
(a)(3) Testing specifies
Requi renent s deadl i nes;
§63. 7112 has
addi ti onal
specific
require-
ment s
863. 7(b) Notification Yes
863. 7(c) Quality Yes
Assur ance/ Test
Pl an
863. 7(d) Testi ng Yes
Facilities
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863.7(e)(1)-(4) |Conduct of Yes
Tests
863. 7(f) Al t ernative Yes
Test Met hod
§63.7(Qq) Dat a Anal ysis |Yes
863. 7( h) Wai ver of Tests|Yes
863.8(a)(1) Moni t ori ng Yes See 863.7113
Requi rement s
§863. 8(a) (2) Moni t ori ng Yes
863. 8(a)(3) [No
863.8(a)(4) Moni t ori ng |No Fl ares not
applicabl e
863.8(b)(1)-(3) [Conduct of Yes
Moni t ori ng
863.8(c)(1)-(3) |[CMS Operation/ |Yes
Mai nt enance
§63.8(c)(4) CVS [No See 8§63.7121
Requi renment s
863.8(c)(4)(i)- |Cycle Tinme for [Yes No CEMS are
(ii) COM and CEMS required
under
subpart
AAAAA; see
8§63. 7113 for
CPMS
require-
ment s
863.8(c)(5) M ni mum COM yes COM not
[or ocedures required
863.8(c) (6) CVS [No See 863.7113
Requi r enent s
863.8(c)(7)-(8) |CMs Yes
Requi renent s




§63. 8(d)
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Qual ity Control

o

See 863.7113

863. 8(e)

Per f or mance
Eval uati on for
CMS

|No

§63. 8(f) (1) -
(f)(9)

Al t ernati ve
Moni t ori ng
Met hod

Yes

§63. 8(f) (6)

Al ternative to
Rel ative
Accur acy test

[No

§63. 8(9g) (1)-
(9) (3)

Dat a Reducti on;
Dat a That
Cannot Be Used

INo

See dat a
reduction
require-
nments in
8863. 7120
and 63.7121

§63. 9( a)

Notification
Requi rement s

Yes

See 863. 7130

§63. 9(b)

Initial
Notifications

Yes

863. 9(c)

Request for
Conpl i ance
Ext ensi on

Yes

§63. 9( d)

New Source
Noti fication
for Speci al
Conpl i ance
Requi renment s

Yes

863. 9(e)

Noti fication of
Per f or mance
Test

Yes
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863. 9(f) Noti fication of |Yes Thi s
VE/ Opacity require-
Test ment only
applies to
opacity and
VE perfor-
mance tests
required in
Table 4 to
subpart
AAAAA.
Noti fi -
cation not
requi red for
VE/ opacity
t est under
Table 6 to
subpart
AAAAA
863. 9(09) Addi ti onal CMS [No Not required
Noti fi cations for
operati ng
par anet er
noni t ori ng
863.9(h)(1)- Noti fi cation of [Yes
(h)(3) Conpl i ance
St at us
863. 9(h) (4) [No
863.9(h) (5) - Noti fi cation of [Yes
(h)(6) Conpl i ance
St at us
863.9(i) Adj ust ment of Yes
Deadl i nes
863.9(j) Change in Yes
Previ ous

| nf or nati on
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863. 10( a) Recor dkeepi ng/ |Yes See
Reporting §863. 7131
CGener al t hr ough
Requi renment s 63. 7133
863. 10(b) (1) - Recor ds Yes
(b) (2) (xii)
§63. 10(b) (2) Records for [No
(xiii) Rel ative
Accuracy Test
§63. 10(b) (2) Records for Yes
(xi V) Noti fication
863. 10( b) (3) Applicability [Yes
Det er mi nati ons
§63. 10(c) Addi ti onal CMS |No See 8§63.7132
Recor dkeepi ng
863.10(d) (1) Gener al Yes
Reporti ng
Requi renment s
§63. 10(d) (2) Per f or mance Yes
Test Results
§63.10(d) (3) Opacity or VE [Yes For the
Cbservati ons periodic
noni t ori ng
requi rements
in Table 6
to subpart
AAAAA,
report
according to
863.10(d) (3)
only if VE
observed and
subsequent
vi sual
opacity test
I's required




§63.

10(d) (4)
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Progress
Reports

Yes

§63.

10(d) (5)

St artup,
Shut down,
Mal f uncti on
Reports

Yes

§63.

10(e)

Addi ti onal CMS
Reports

INo

See specific
require-
ments in
subpart
AAAAA, see
8§63. 7131

§63.

10(f)

Wai ver for
Recor dkeepi ng/
Reporti ng

Yes

§63.

11(a)- (b)

Control Device
Requi rement s

[No

Fl ares not
appl i cabl e

§63.

12(a)-(c)

State Authority
and
Del egati ons

Yes

§63.

13(a)-(c)

St at e/ Regi onal
Addr esses

Yes

§63.

14(a) - (b)

| ncor poration
oy Reference

[No

8§63

.15(a) - (b)

Avai l ability of
| nformati on

Yes
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